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V 

' ' ADVERTISEMENT. 

IN 

I 

. SoM K yeaiB since, in consequence of a Complaint^ 
made in due form of law, and mibstantiated by satisiac- 
tory evidence, it became the author's official duty to in- 
stitute a prosecution for an Incestuous marriage. On 
examining the Statute-book, however, the degree of 
Affinity between the parties was discovered to be more 
remote, than in other cases that had been legalized* 
This led him to investigate the Scriptural Law of In- 
cest, with a determination not to proceed in the prose- 
cution, unless the given marriage was clearly prohibited 
in that Law. The investigation was found to involve 
questions of a novel complexion, not even stated ii^ 
books; and proved more difficult and laborious than 
was anticipated. It was made therefore pen in hand. 
In the course of it, nothing then within his knowledge, 
whether j6ommentary or controversy, was overlooked; 
and the reasonings of two of the ablest Jurists of the 
country, thrown directly in his way, and presenting all 
the arguments for the lawfulness of the marriage in 
question and of others like it, were necessarily examined. 
The result of the investigation, as it was then written, 
with a few corrections and additions, may be seen in the 
following pages. — The individual was prosecuted, and 
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the offence proved ; but the Ck)urt, instead of passing 
sentence, adjourned the case, that he might petition the 
Legislature for an alteration of the statute. He did so ; 
the section forbidding the given marriage yras repealed ; 
and the prosecution, of course, fell through. — Those 
parts of the work, which here and there a reader may 
possibly regard as scarcely grave enough for the sub- 
ject, were purposdy introduced by the author to relieve 
the tedium of dry discussion ; and he hopes that the 
clergy, should they honour his lucubrations with a pe- 
rusal, will kindly remember that they were the " Horc^ 
BibliccB of 

A Lawteh« 
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HEBREW WIFE : 

OR 

THE SCRIPTURAL LAWS 

OP 

POLYGAMY AND INCEST. 



INTRODUCTION. 

No one of the marriages, heretofore regarded as inces- 
tuous, has found so numerous, or so warm advocates, as 
that with a Wif^s sister. Those of the Clergy; particu- 
larly, who have either contracted, or purposed to contract, 
this marriage, feeling uneasy, until they could satisfy 
others of its lawfulness, as fully as they hoped they had 
satisfied themselves, have usually comeouimself-defence^ 
before they were cUtdcked. The minor positions taken 
by the combatants, fighting, as they have usually 
done in this partizan warfare, each one for himself^ 
have indeed been various ; but the strong-hold which 
they have ultimately resorted to, when driven from the 
outposts, has been in every case, an intrenchment behind 
that " debatable" Section of the Law of incest, Leviticus 
xviii. 18, << Neith^ shalt thou take a wife to her dster lb 
vex Aer, to uncover her nakedness beside the other, in 
her Vkie-iime.^ Here some of them, satified with feeling 

Ikemselves secure, have merely stood on the defenatfe; 

1 
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while oihere, indignant at having been attacked, have 
sallied forth to batter down the whole Law of incest. 

The language of this Section — '< Neither shalt thou 
take a wife to her sister, to vex Acr, to uncover her na- 
kedness beside the other, in her hfe-^tfue" — ^has received 
the two following constructions : 

1. Neither shalt thou take one wife to another, to vex 
Aer, in her hf^time : 

2. Neither shalt thou take a second wife, who is the 
sister of thy first wife to vex her in her life- //me ; al- 
though thou mayest take one who is not her sister, as 
that will not vex her ; and after her death, her sister 
also. 

As these two constructions are directly contradictory : 
the first involving an express prohibition of Polygamy ; 
and the second containing an express permission of it, 
as well as of the marriage with the sister of a deceased 
wife : it is obvious, if Polygamy was lawful, under the 
Old Dispensation, that the First construction is unsound ; 
and, if it was not lawful, th^ the Second construction 
must be given up. Hence, in order to decide which of 
the two is the correct construction, we must first deter- 
mine, whether Polygamy under the Old Dispensation wa« 
lawful ornpt. In this way the Lawfulness of Polygamy 
becomes necessarily connected with an investigation ot 
tjie Law of incest ; and, to prevent it firon^ rising up in 
the «hape of an objection hereafter, it should be. previ- 
QUdy examined. If, as the result of suet an examina^ 
tion, it shaU appear that Polygamy was nojt. lawfiil ; it 
will not be difficult to a^oertain the exact limits of the 
QcdpUjral La,w of incest* 



ESSAY ON POLTGAMY. 

PoLTOAJiT is That stuiej m whkh a Mem hastw0 «r 
more wives^ or a W&man has two or morehusband9^ at 
the same time. The questioa to be answered is ihisi 
Was Polygamy lawful under the Old Dispensation 7 
As the Old Dispensation emlNraced two periods — the Pa- 
triarchal, and the Levitical — ^this inquiry naturally re- 
solves itself into two others : 1. Wa^ Polygamy law- 
ful to the Patriarchs ? 2. Was Polygamy lawful 
under the Levitical Cede ? Each of these questions 
claims, and shall receive, a distinct answer. 

I. Was Polygamy lawful to the Patriarchs ? 

It will be conceded by all, that, under the Patriarchal 
Dispensation, there is no eatress permission of f<Aj- 
gamy, on reccNrd. Previous to the promulgation of the 
Levitical Code, there is no law or dictum rds^ing even 
remotely to the suliject, except the great original 
LAW OF MARRIAGE, found in Genesia^ ii. 24, " There* 
fore shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall 
cleave unto his wife ; and they shall be one fleah." The 
import of this Law will be sought hereafter. It is suffi- 
cient to remark, here, that it certainly does not contain 
a permission of Polygamy. 

If, then, it can be shown that Polygamy was law- 
lid to the Patriarchs, the evidence must be dedvtd from 
their Practice. In examining this point, however, we 
must distinctly remember, that the question before us is 
not, Whether Polygamy was permitted ^by the customs 
or laws of the tribesy among whom the Pairiaroha 
lived? but, Whether Polygamy vms permitted by tke 
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Law of God ? — The best human laws authorize, and 
the b^ men sanction, conduct, which is directly pro- 
hibited by the Divine law. To argue what the Law of 
God is, from the Practice of men, even of the best men, 
seems, therefore, a hazardous course, in any case ; but 
especially in the case in question. None of the Patri- 
archs hved in a regular state of society, governed by es- 
tablished laws ; but each was the head of his clan — a 
petty chieftain, acknowledging no superior. The sur- 
rounding chieftains, also, as well as the tribes whom 
they governed, all practised Polygamy. With these 
things in view, let us see what the Practice of the Patri- 
archs actually was, on this subject, both before and after 
the Deluge. 

1. Adam was placed in a situation, in which Polyga- 
my was neither lawful, nor possible. 

2. No one of tbe Antediluvian Patriarchs, from Adam 
to Noah, in the line of Seth, is mentioned as a polyga- 
mist. 

3. The same is true of Noah and his three sons. 

4. The first polygamist on record was Lamech, the 
fifth in lineal descent from Gain ; and, as the Introduc- 
tion of Polygamy into this world is an important event, 
we will examine the account given of it by Moses. The 
passage containing it is found in Genesis, iv. 19, 23 and 
24. As the Hebrew manuscripts have no Notes of inter- 
rogatiortj the original is equally susceptible of the two 
following translations : 

1st. "And Lamech took unto him two wives, Adah 
and Zillah. And Lamech said unto his wives, ' Adah 
and 2jillah, hear my voice ; ye wives of Lamech, hearken 
unto my speech : For I have slain a man to my wound- 
ing, and a young man to my hurt If Cain shall be 
avenged seven fold, truly Lamech, seventy and seven 
fold,'' This is the conunoa yersion : 



Sd. 'fAiid Lamecb took wilo himtwowives, AJBhwid 
ZiUah. And Lameeh aaid uoto his wiv«8, 'Adah aad 
Ziilah, hear my ycrice ; ye wiv«B of Lamecb, hearken 
uoto ray speech. Have I eiaia a man to my wounding^ 
or ayoungman tomy hurt? If Gain shall be avenged 
seven fold, truly Lameeh seventy and seven fold.'' 

If we take the former version as the oNrrect one, then 
the first polygamist was a murderer ; and when his two 
wives expressed their apprehensions lest vengeance 
should fall upon him for his crime, he consoles diiem with 
the reflection, that God had threatened seven fold ven* 
geance on any one who should kill Gain. But this ab- 
rupt and most incongruous ver^n is obviously errone- 
ous. Moses does not intimate that Lameeh had been 
guilty of murder, nor that his wives had any apprehen- 
sion on account of it. Nor, if Lameeh had been guilty 
of murder, would he have had any right to su{^pose that 
God would inflict on the man, who should kill him, 
eleven times as exemplary vengeance, as on the slayer of 
Gain. The only act charged on Lameeh by the histo- 
rian, is his Pdygaray ; and when hia two wives ex** 
pressed their apprehensions, lest, for this, some one 
would kill him, he might well reply, '' Adah and Zillah, 
bear my voice ; ye wives of Lameeh, hearken to my 
speech. Have I slain a man to my wounding, or a 
young man tomy hurt? If God shall avenge Gain 
seven fold, truly Lameeh seventy and seven fold." His 
crime then, obviously, was his Polygamy. In either 
case, however. Polygamy was introduced into the world 
under very bad auspices. 

5. The second and only remaining account of Pdyga- 

my before the Deluge is found in Gen. vi. 1 — 7, " And it 

came to pass, when men began to multiply on the fece of 

Ib^ earth, and daughters were bom unto them, that the 

1* 
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00118 of God saw the daughters of men, that they were fm^ 
and they took them wives of all whom they chose. 
And the Lord said, 'My spirit shall not always strive 
with man.' There were giants in the earth, in those 
days ; and also after that, when the sons of God came 
in unto the daughters of men, and they bare children 
unto them, the same became mighty men, which were 
of old, men of renown. And God saw that the wick- 
edness of man was great on the earth, and that every 
imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil 
continually; and it repented the Lord that he had 
made man on the earth, and it grieved him at his heart. 
And the Lord said, I will destroy man, whom I have 
created, from the face of the earth." — The feet, that 
Polygamy became general, or that men took them 
wives of all whom they chose, is here obviously assigned 
as the cause of that universal corruption and violence, 
which occasioned the Deluge. - These are the only two 
examples of Antediluvian Polygamy. 

6. After the Deluge, no mention is made of the prac- 
tice of Polygamy among the descendents of Ham or 
Japhet, though their genealogies are given; nor had 
any of them such a number of children, as to indicate 
his possession of several wives. 

7. No example of polygamy is mentioned in the ten 
successive patriarchs in the line of Shem, from Shem to 
Terah the father of Abraham ; nor does the number of 
their children lead us to suppose that either of them had 
more than one wife. 

8. Nahor, Abraham's hroiher had a, concubine ; but 
we are not told, whether during the life of his wife, or 
after her death. 

9. Abraham had one wife, Sarah, who had no chil- 
dren. " And Sarah said unto Abraham, < I pray thee 
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go in ui^my maid ; it may be that I inay obtain chiK 
dfen by her.'" Thi« connection was no part of Abra- 
ham's plan of life. It was occaskmed by Sarah's strong 
desire to have children, whom she could call her own. 
It was temporary intercourse with a bondwoman ; and 
ceased as soon as Hagar had conceived. The issue, as 
Paul tells us, was not legitimate, or entitled to inherit 
the property of Abraham. That Abraham — himself 
or^nally an idolater, and tiviog in the midst of idola- 
ters, who not only practised polygamy, but every other 
species of impurity— in despair also of any issue from 
Sarab, should have had views of marriage so far loose 
and incorrect, as to yield to such a proposal from his 
wife, is not surprising ; but it furnishes no evidence of 
the lawfulness of Polygamy. Abraham's marriage with 
Keturah did not occur until seven years after the death 
of Sarah. If this extemporaneous connection of Abra- 
ham with Hagar proves the lawfulness of any thing, it 
proves merely that a husband who was childless might 
lawfiiUy, with the consent of his wife, connect himself 
temporarily with his female slave ; but obviously, this is 
not Polygamy. 

10. Isaac had but one wife. 

11. Esau, "that profane person," had three wives* 
" And Esau said in his heart, ' The days of mourning 
for my father are at hand ; then will I slay my bro- 
ther Jacob.'" 

12. Jacob, while in the femily of Laban, lived among 
idolaters, who practised polygamy. Laban and his 
children were idolaters, yet polygamy was no part of Ja- 
cob's plan of life. Leah was putupon him by a fraud, to 
which he must submit, or hazard the loss of Rachel. 
He likewise told his lather several direct &dsehoods, and 
with extreme cruelty defrauded Esau of his birthr 
right. 
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13. L0C9 the twelve eons of Jacobs Amntm, lloec% 

AaioD, Eleazar, Joshua, Caleh, and many others, who 

hvei during the period m question, bad eaeh but one 

wife. On the supposition that polygamy was h^wliid, 

} this fact cannot be explained. 

We have, then, the practice of the Patriarchs on this 
subject before the flood, in the example of Lamech, and 
that of the Apostates who filled the earth with violenoe ; 
and m that of Esau, and that of Jacob after the flood : 
four instances during the first two thousand seven hun« 
dred years of the world. In this statement of facts we 
find strong presumptive evidence that the Patriarchs did 
not regard Polygamy as lawful. Let us now inquire 
whether it was not expressly forbidden. 

The Great Original Law of Marriage, with the occa- 
sion of its promulgation, is thus recited in the second 
chapter of Genesis : '< And the Lord God said, < It is 
not good that the man should be alone : I will make an 
help-meet for him' — And the Lord God brought the 
woman unto the man, and Adam said, ^ This is now 
bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh : she shall be 
called Woman, because she was taken out of Man' — 
Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mo- 
ther, and shcUl cleave unto his wife ; and they shall 
be onefleshJ' 

The comment of our Saviour on this Law, in the 19th 
of Matthew, will help us to explain it. The Phari- 
sees, tempting him, inquired, " Is it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife, for every cause." — To this he re- 
plied, " Have ye not read, that He who made them at 
' the beginning, made them male and female ; and said, — 
< For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, 
and shall cleave unto his wife, and they twain shall be 
one flesh.'— Wh^efoie they are no more twain, but 



XSSAY ON TOhYQAMY* 9 

0116 fleah. What therefore God hath joined together, 
let not Man put asunder*" 

The fdlowing remarks on this Law, may show on 
what footing Marriage was placed under the Old Dis- 
pensation. 

1. The words — " For this cause shall a man leave 
his father and mother, and cleave unto his wife, and 
they twain shall he one flesh" — were not, as some have 
supposed, the words of Adam, but were uttered by God< 
The language of Christ is, " He who made tbem at the 
beginning, said, 'For this cause,'" &c* The Maker of 
of Adam, tberefore^ and not Adam, said this ; and the 
thing uttered was not a prediction of Adam, but a com-* 
mand of God. 

2. This is the Great Original Law of Marriage binding* 
on the whole human family. It was not a part of any 
Ceremonial Law, or of the National Law of Israel ; but 
was promulgated at the original institution of marriage, 
to the first parents of mankind, as the representatives of 
the whole race. Men and women about to contract 
marriage were the only beings, and the very beings on 
whom it was binding. By the terms of it, Adam and 
Eve were personally exempted from its operation ; since 
they were already married, and Adam had no fkther or 
mother, whom he could leave. It was made, therefore, 
for their Posterity ; and since, in its binding force on 
them, there are no restrictions or limitations, it was 
clearly given to bind the whole human family. On 
this point the comment of Christ is express. The 
Jews inquired of him,— Whether it was lawful for a 
tnan to put away his wife for every cause ?^— In his 
reply, he admits that Moses, for the hardness of their 
hearts, allowed divorces in certain cases ; but asserts 
that in the beginning it was not so. He then declares, 



that, cxoepi m the angk case of inootttiiieDcey it ia not 
lawful for a man to put away hiB wifB| and marry 
another; and asangm four reaaons for H. (1.) The 
£aicty that God originally created but one man and otte 
woman, and joined tbem in marriage ; and thus ex- 
pressed hb own fdeasure that marriage should subsist 
between one man and one woman. (2.) That at the 
time when God instituted marriage^he declared " For this 
cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and 
cleave unto his wife ; and they twain shall be one flesh.'' 
(3.) That that is the reason why two married per- 
sons are no more twain, but one flesh. (4.) That 
all who are united in marriage, are joined together 
by God. — Here, then, is an express reci^ition of 
this law, as the Original Law of Marriage ; as in fcxrce 
from the banning ; as in full fence under the Levitical 
Di^nsation^ amended as it was in a single point — 
that relating to divorces ; and, in consequence of the ex- 
press repeal of that Amendment by Christ himself, ex- 
cept for one cause, as in force with that exception, in all 
its original extent under the Christian Dispensation. 

3. This Law in the very terms of it, as well as ac- 
cording to the comment of Christ, is an absolute prohi* 
bition of Polygamy. It is so in the terms of it. It de- 
clares that lawful marriage, as a^^inted by God, is the 
connection for life between twain or twOy one man and 
one tpoman, and that when they are married they cease 
to be twain, and are one Jlesh. It also declares that 
the man who k thus unHed to a woman in marriage, j 

shall cleave unto her as his wife. Before, wHh filial • 

affection, he clave unto his parents as a son, and ao- » 

knowledged them only ; and now, with oonjugalafl^- 
tion, he is directed as a husband to cleave unto his wife. 
This language is capable of but one interpretatiouu If 



ke b coDMcted widi any ether wamaii, be ooatsee fe 
cleave U> hie irile, and makes biroself »n« ^e^A t9<7JI a 
stranger n " What, know ye not that he which is 
joined to an harlot, is one body 7^ The same is equally 
true, if the connectipp with the stranger were to be pre^ 
ceded by the forms of marriage. Any coonectioa n^ith 
another woman is leaving his wife, and ceasing to 
cleave to her^ in the very point which the law respects. 
So obviously is this the only interpretation, that this 
very language is customarily used in the marriage cere-* 
mony, when a promise is exacted from the parties, that 
they will be feithiul to each other. 

This is equally evident from the comment of Christ 
After admitting that Moses permitted Divorces, and as* 
signing the reason for it, he first declares that the Origi- 
nal Law of Marriage did not permit them ; and then, with 
a single exception, abrogates the Mosaic permission. The 
Original Law did not allow of divorce in any case. He 
allows it in one — that of incontinence. With this ex- 
ception, he places the Law of Marriage on its original 
footing ; and declares, in language which cannot be 
misunderstood, its real force and meaning — ^' He who 
putteth away his wife, except for incontinence, and mar- 
rieth another, committeth adultery." But in what does 
the adultery, thus committed by the husband consist ? 
Not in the mere putting away. That might be cru- 
elty, but it is not adultery. Not in the mere marriage" 
contract. If he had stopped at that, there would have 
been no adultery — ^It consisted in the feet, t/uMt, having 
one wife, he marries and has intercourse with another^ 
before the first is dead or latofully divorced. By the 
Original Law of Marriage, therefore, as thus exj^ined 
by Christ, the man, who having a wife, manries another, 
bdbre the ftnt 18 lawfidly divorced, is guilty of adultery. 
But every polygamist does this : every pdygamist there- 
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fin-e is guilty of adultery. Of course Polygamy, accord- 
ing to the Original Law of Marriage, is adultery.* 

♦ The declaration of our Saviour— "Whoeoevcr shall put away hia 
wife, except it be for incontinence, and marry another, coromitteth 
adultery,"— is a sad comment on the laws respecting adultery in some of 
our Statute-books. According to the laws of some of the States, un* 
lawful intercourse, between a nuarried woman and a married or tmgU 
man, is adultery ; whereas unlawful intercourse, between a married 
man and a single tomnan is merely fornication. In other words, they 
declare that a married man cannot commit adultery, but with a mat^ 
Tied woman. Let us compare this with the express declaration of 
Christ, "Whosoever putteth away his wife, except for incontinence, 
and marrieth another, committeth adultery." In what does the adultery 
consist? Not, as we have just seen, in the puiting away of the first 
wife ; nor in the contract with the second. These are unlawful, but 
they are not adultery. Obviously it consists in the intercourse with the 
second. Why is that intercourse adultery ? Not because it is pre- 
ceded by a contract. That contract, Christ pronounces ipso facto 
void. It consists in the fact, that the manj at the time of that intercourfe, 
u lawfuUy married to a wife. He, then, who being lawfully married to 
a wife, has intercourse with another woman, is, according to Christ, 
guilty of adultery. 

This conclusion is so direct, that a plain man might naturally won- 
der, why our laws should be as they are. The true reason is this : 
Our legislatures are composed exclusively of Jtfen, and chiefly of mar* 
ried men^ or of men who intend to marry> Of course, in the personal 
purity of married women, each member feels a lively interest, because 
he is resolved at all hazards, to guard the purity of his own wife. In- 
tercourse with a married woman must therefore be punished with a 
heavy hand. But how many are there, in those august bodies, who 
feel, each as lively an interest in his ovm purity, as in that of his wife? 
<' Indeed !'* says the law-maker " that alters the case." Our legisla- 
tures contain so many members, who are determined at all hazards not 
to be restrained in their libertinism ; so many others, to whom whole- 
■ome laws, relating to lioentiousness, might prove occasionally incon- 
venient ; and so many others who are habitually civil to- vice, when it 
does not *' pick the ^ket, nor break the leg;" that we can expect no 
laws on this subject which are sot of a Mohammedan character. 

To set this point in its proper light, we will suppose a Legislature 
of Jlforrted Women assembled to make laws for one of the States, and 
actually enacting that unlawful intercourse^ between 9,mmriedmanutd 
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A passage from Malachi should faer6 be added, as it 
explains the reason of the scriptuml constitotion of niat- 
riage. In Mai. ii. 10 — 16, the prophet reproves the Is- 
raelited, with extreme severity, for their numerous di- 
vorces, and for their infideUty and cruelty to their wives. 
In verses 14 and 15, he declares, *' The Lord hath been 
witness, between thee and the wife of thy youth, against 
whom thou hath dealt treacherously ; yet she is thy 
companion, and the wife of thy covenant. And did he 
not make one ? Yet had he the residue of the spirit? 
And wherefore one ? That he ipight seek a godly seed." 
In other words, in the original constitution of marriage, 
God made one woman only, and united her to Adam, 
and thus appointed Marriage to be the union of one 
man with one woman. He was able to have made 
more : why then did he create but one ? Because he 
foresaw, if more than one woman were created and giv- 
en-to Adam ; in other words, if Polygamy, and not Mar- 
riage, were established ; that a godly seed would be im- >r 
possible. This is a plain declaration therefore that God 
forbad the Human race to practise Polygamy, because 
of its immoral tendency. 

The Original Law of Marriage, then, prohibited Polyga- 
my to mankind ; and no repeal of that law, partial pr total, 
is <m record, under the Patriarchal Dispensation, Hence, 
it was then in force ; and the &ct, that it was violated 
by Jacob and Esau, by Lamech, and by the Apostatea- 
whose crimes provoked the Deluge, has been fully ac- 

a woman whether single or married, should be punished as adultery : 
but that such intercourse, between a married woman and a single man 
should be mere fornication. W hat words could express the abhorrence 
of our existing legislators, at such shameless profligacy. Would they 
jAOt pronounce such a body of females just fit for the puriieus of a 
brothel ? 

2 
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iXMmted ton, witfaoot the kast necessity of suppqeiiigthat 
it had experienced either a tesqwiary suepenflioD, or an 



abit)gation. 

11. Was Polygamy Lawful under the Levitical 
Code? 

We have seen that the great Original Law of Marriage 
was binding on the whole human &mily, and that thai 
law absolutely prohibited Polygamy. The question then 
arises, was that law repealed, as to its operation on the 
Israelites, by the Levitical Code ? 

That a single «ection of it, that which prohibited di- 
y<Hrces, was repealed, is admitted. The repealing statute, 
however, acknowledged the general law to be in full 
force. Those, who contend that Polygamy was lawM 
to the Israelites, are then fairly called upon to point out 
the statute in the Levitical Code, which repealed that 
part of the Original Law of Marriage that forbad Po- 
lygamy. In reply to this call, three passages, beside 
Lev. xviii. 18, the one in controversy, have been ad- 
duced, as containing direct or implied permissions of Po- 
lygamy: those are Exodus xxi. 7 — 11; Deut. xxi. 
16 — 17 ; and 2 Samuel xii. 7, 8. We shall give each 
a distinct examination. 

The first of these passages is as follows : Ex. xxL 
7. " And if a man sell his daughter to be a maid ser- 
yant, she shall not go out as the men-servants da 8. If 
she please not her master, who hath betrothed h^ to him- 
self, then shall he let lier be redeemed. To sell her to a 
strange nation, he shall have no power ; seeing he hath 
dealt deceitfully with her. 9. And if he hath betrothed 
her unto his son, he shall deal with her after the man- 
ner of daughters. 10. If he take him another irt/e, her 
food, her raiment, and her duty of marriage shall he not 



diniilish. il« And if be do- not the8»*tfareerUiito heri 
then Bhall he let her ga out without money ." . 

Tbe mete English reader would suppose^ from this 
passage^ that the Hebrew master was aiUhbrized to buy 
a fepiale serrant, to betroth her, to have eonnectioa with 
her, and then refuse to marry her ; that he might then 
betroth her to his son, if he had one of the proper age ; 
and that for this treatment he was required, either to 
send her back to her father without money, or to keep 
her in his own house, and render her the requisite foodj 
clothing, and sexual intercourse* Before we admit all 
this, we must give the passage a close examination. 

This version of the passage contains three palpable 
mistakes. The first is found in the eighth verse, where 
the English translators, by following the Septuagint 
rather than the Hebrew, have omitted the small but most 
s%nificant particle not. and thus totally perverted the 
meaning of the original. In Hebrew, the word l^'b) 
answering to not, in English, stands immediately before 
Vny^y renxtered betrothed. This reading is supported 
by sdi the manuscripts consulted by Kennicott, except 
one, and by all the manuscripts and editions of the Sa- 
maritan Pentateuch. It is likewise recognized in the 
Hebrew-Samaritan, Syriac, and Persian versions, and 
in that of Arias Montanus. The Arabic version also 
sanctions it ; rendering the passage, ^< If it displease her 
master to take her to wife, let him see that die is redeem- 
od ;" as does the Yulgato also — <' If she disjAease the 
eyes of her master, to whom she had been entrusted, he 
shall send her back." In the same manner, the modem 
Tersion of Augusti and De Wette — ^Wena sio dem 
Herm missfillt, dass er sie nicht fur sich bestimmt ^'*^" If 
die displease her master, so that be does not betcoCb ber 
to himself." The true rendering of the 8th verse there- 
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fore is, " If she please not her master, so that he does not 
betroth her to himself, he shall suffer her to be redeemed. 
To sell her unto a strange nation he shall not have 
power, seeing he hath rejected her." 

The second mistake is in the 10th verse, in the pas- 
sage, " If he take unto him another wife,^^ The word 
wife is italicized in our versioD, because there is no word 
corresponding to it in the Hebrew. It ought not to have 
been foisted upon the English version, because it makes 
a &lse impression; implying that the first woman was ako 
his wife, and therefore that he had two wives at the same 
time : whereas, the 8th verse expressly declares that he 
had refused even to betroth her. Had it been rendered, 
*• If he marry another," it would have conveyed the pre- 
cise meaning of the Hebrew, viz. If he marry anothei 
woman instead of her. 

Tiie third mistake is also found in the 10th verse, in 
the passage — " her food, her raiment, and her duty of 
fnarriage, shall he not diminish." The word vlf) W, 
here rendered duty of marriage^ occurs, in this 
form in no other place. Different lexicographers derive it 
from 5^5, to dwells and from rt55, to toil, to suffer] and 
in Pihel, to humble. The first of these words, iW> to 
dwell, is obsolete as a verb; but, as a noun with a forma- 
tive )3, *li3?>Q> denoting dwelling, habitation, it occiUB 
frequently. The other word HS^, denoting in Pihel, to 
humble, is used eleven times in connection with t\XB^ 
a woman, but always as a verb. In seven of thes^ 
Gen. xxxiv. 2 ; Deut. xxii. 24 ; 2Sam. xiii. 12, 1 4, and 22 ; 
and Lam. v. 11, it denotes to humble by ravishing ; 
and in four, Deut. xxi. 14; Ezek; xiii. 12, 14, 22, it de- 
notes to humble by illicit intercourse. In no other 
case, has it any allusion to the commerce of thq sexesL 



ES8AT ON POLTaucr. It 

tftd in these eleven insCanoes only to unlawful com- 
merce. If then we derive it from diis word, it ii9 impo0- 
sible to render it duty of marriage. Surely that, which, 
when doing as a verb, \a unlawful intercourse^ cannot, 
when done and turned into a noun, be regarded as law- 
ftd wedlock. If we derive it from 5^5, to dwells there 
is no connection between^ that word and duty of mar" 
riage] nor does any derivative from it refer remotely to 
the commerce of the sexes. The only other derivative 
from that word signifies uniforwly^dweUingj habitation ; 
and the word in question occurs only here. 

The weight of authority in the versions, is whdly 
against this rendering. The three words rendered /oorf, 
raimenty and duty of marriage^ are rendered by Wal* 
ton, in the Polyglott, as fdlows : — In the Samaritan 
Text, ^^alimentum, operintenturn^ et habitationem^ 
foody raiment, and habitation : — In the Samaritan ver- 
sion by a single phrase comprehending these, three — 
" vitCB ejus necessaria^ her necessaries of life : — In 
the Syriac version by " aHmentuniy indum^tunty et 
accubitumy^* foody clothing y and lodging .'—In the Vul- 
gate, by ^^providebit pnellcB nuptials, et vestimentay et 
pretium pudiciticBy^ a rendering which precludes the 
supposition, that she had been married to her master, 
and at the same time directs him to procure for her mar- 
riage with another man. The Targum, the Septua- 
^nt, and the Arabic version, agree substantially with 
the English translation ; the Arabic version, however, is 
little more than a translationof the Septuagint. 

That the word in question ought not to be rendered 

* JktvMltm means either SiUmg, or ndmMig^ el loUt, or Ljfbig iomn 
for slup. Am food has been already mentioned, it most here mean tke 
taUer, L e. lodgings 

2* 
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duiff of marriage, is therefore obvious for the foUowing 

reasons. 

1. As the girl was not married, and the master, be- 
cause he disliked her, would not even betroth her, the 
duty of marriage was impossible. Any sexual duty^ 
rendered in those circumstances, must have been the 
duty of illicit intercourse. 

2. No derivation of the word, as well as no use of the 
word, or of any cognate word in any other case, will as- 
sociate with it the idea of lawful intercourse by mar- 
riage : it having no refererence to any commerce of the 
sexes, but what is unlawful. 

3. The weight of authorities is wholly against the 

rendering. 

4. The other rendering, viz. habitation, lodging, is 
the natural rendering of a noun derived from the verb 
3^S, to dwell, and the actual rendering of another noun 
derived from the same verb ; has the weight of authori- 
ties in its favour ; and is consistent with the declaration 
in the eighth verse, that the girl was not betrothed, as 
well as with common decency. 

The whole passage, thus corrected, will read as fol- 
lows : 

7. And if a man sell his daughter to be a maid- 
servant, she shall not go out as the men-servants do. 8. 
If she please not her master, so that he does not betroth 
her to himself, then he shall suffer her to be redeemed : 
(1. e. when the opportunity of establishing her in mar- 
riage has arrived :) to sell her unto a strange nation, he 
shall have no power ; seeing he hath rejected her him- 
gelf. 9. And if he betroth her to his son, he shall deal 
with her after the manner of daughters. 10. If he 
marry another person, he shaU furnish her with food, 
clothing, and lod^ing^ (or the necessaries of life.) 11. 
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And if he do not fiiraish those ihree, he shall let her go 
out free, without money. 

The verb ^'3)3% in the seventh verse, rendered sell, ac- 
cording to Gesenius, usually denotes to receive a mar- 
riage portion for. The master by paying it to the 
father, had a right to the services of the daughter as a 
maid-servant, and if he were a single man, to marry her : 
the right of choice on the part of females not being 
known in the East. If the master was married, or chose 
not to marry her himself, he had a right, if she was of 
the proper age, to betroth her to his son, without paying 
an additional portion. If neither of these were done, 
her friends, by paying back the portion received, had a 
right to redeem her, and to marry her to another man. 
If she was not redeemed, and her master chose not (o 
marry her, and married another woman, he was bound 
to furnish her with the customary food, clothing, and 
lodging ; and, on failure of these, she was at liberty to go 
back to her friends unredeemed. 

This passage, therefore, contains no sanction of Poly- . 
gamy, and no permission of the gross immorality and 
cruelty apparently authorized by the English translation. 
The second passage, which has been supposed to au- 
thorize Polygamy, is found in Deuteronomy xxi. 15 — 17. 
15. "If a man have two wiv#s, one beloved and^the 
other hated, and they have borne him children, both the 
beloved and the hated ; and the first-born be hers that 
was hated. 16. Then it shall be, when he maketh his 
sons to inherit that which he hath, he may not make 
the son of the beloved first-born, before thej son of the 
hated, which is indeed the fiirst-bom. 17. But he shall 
acknowledge the son of the hated for the first-born, by 
giving him a double portion of all that he liath : for he 



90 BSftAT OH POLT6AIIY. 

18 the begioning of his strength : the li^t of the Arst- 
born is his." 

The argument here used is this : — Moses here l^is- 
lates on the case of a man who has two wives at the 
same time : Bat he could not iawfuUy legislate upon 
that which might not lawfully exist : To have two wives 
at the same time, was therefore lawful.— Or, to state it 
in the Latin of the schoolmen, << Qui disponit de eonse-^ 
quentij i. e. tie jure inter liberos polygamonimy ille 
etiam vidt antecedens^ i. e. polygamiamy 

For a moment we will admit, for the sake of argu- 
ment, the major of the syllogism, viz. that Moses here 
legislates upon the case of a man who ha3 two wives at 
the same time. Let us then test the minor by a paral- 
lel case. In Deut. xxiii. 18, it is said, " Thou shalt not 
bring the hire of a harlot into the house of the Lord 
thy God, for any vow." Taught then by the school- 
men, we thus argue — Moses here legislates upon the 
wages of a harlot, and therefore supposes that harlots 
will receive the wages of prostitution : But he could not 
l^^late upon that which might not lawfully exist : To 
be a harlot and earn the wages of prostitution, were 
therefore lawful. This conclusion sounds oddly, when 
we read the remainder of the verse, " For this is an 
abomination unto the Lord ;" or the preceding verse, 
" There shall be no harlot of the daughters of Israel." 

Let us test this principle by another case. By the 
common law of England, if an illegitimate son is bom, 
and the parents subsequendy marry, and have a legiti- 
mate son ; the latter, who is caUed mulier-puisn^j has 
a right to the inheritance. But if, after the finber's 
death, the older son, who is styled bastard-eign€, enters 
on the estate, and enjoys it till his death, and dies seized 
thereof leaving issue male, that issue shall inherit the 
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estate ; and the legitimate son and his heirs are forever 
barred of their right to it. The reasoning of the school^ 
men, applied to this case, would be as follows : '^ Clui 
disponit de conseqvent'i, i. e. dejure inter liberos scor- 
torum, ille etiam vult antecedens, i. e. scortationem" 
This conclusion would hght up a smile, even on the face 
of a logician. 

But the question now presents itself, does Moses here 
legislate upon the case of a man who has two wives a| 
the same time? That our translators themselves thought 
otherwise, and that they actually wrote ^' If a man have 
hadj^ and not, "If a man have,^^ and that the word 
had was omitted by some mistake, is highly probable 
from the fact, that they say in the same verse, — " and 
the first-born be hers that was hated," not, " hers that is 
hated :" evidently intimating that she (the first wife) 
WBB dead, at the time referred to. 

To put this question at rest, however, I will cite the 
various versions .of the Polyglott. 

Septuag'int. '£<«>' iVyiimrtti (noty(i>«yr«<) — ««< rixwtit 
vett^a^i (not riKTMo-i ») », r. A. If there have been to a man 
two wives, and they have borne him sons, &c. 

Vulgate, Si habuerit homo uxiores duaa, et peper- 
erifit ei filios ? If a man have had two wives, and they 
haveborne, &c. 

Aria^ Montanus. Cum fuerint viro duse uxores, et 
pepererint filios : When a man horS had two wives, and 
they have bomcj &c. 

Samaritan Text, Cum fuerint viro duse uxor^, 
genuerintque fiUos. 

Samaritan Version, Cxxva fuerint yixo duae uxores, 
genvsrirUque filios. 

Targum. Si fuerint viro duae uxores, eipepere- 
riut ei filio8« 
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iSyrtoc Version. Cnroquefuerint alkui du» uxoras, 
ei pepererinij &c. 

ilraftic. Et cum fuerint viro duas uxoies, et amte 
genuerint filioB. 

I will only add, that the words rendered have had, 
and have borne, both in the original and in all the trans- 
lations, are in the same tense, and refer to events that 
have already taken place. Moses, therefore, does not 
here l^islate upon the case of a man, who has two 
wives at the same time, but upon the case of a man 
who has had two wives in succession, the second after 
the decease of the first. And there was an obvious ne- 
cessity of his legislating upon this precise case ; for the 
first wife, who was hated, was dead, and the second Mrife, 
the favourite, was alive, and, with the feelings of a step- 
mother, would urge her husband to make her own son 
the heir. This passage, then, furnishes no evidence that 
Polygamy was lawful, under the Levitical code. 

The third passage which has been supposed to sanction 
Polygamy, is a part of the message from God, delivered 
by Nathan to David, after his conduct to Uriah, in 2 
Sara. xii. 7, 8 : "I anointed thee King over Israel, and 
I delivered thee out of the hand of Saul ; I gave thee 
thy master's house and thy master's wives into thy 
bosom, and gave thee the house of Israel and of Judah * 
and if that had been too little, I would moreover have 
given unto thee such and such things." That this 
message furnishes no such sanction, will be obvious, I 
think, from the following considerations, 

1. The only wives which Saul is said to have had, 
were Ahinoam, the mother of Michal David's wife, 
and Rizpah, the daughter of Aiah, who was his con- 
cubia^. According to this supposition, QoA authorized 
David to marry his wifis vwther^ a species of iooMtex* 
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Jipefldy du-eatened by tbe Levitka] Law with iMnraiiig 
alive. David also married Michal, the daughter of Ahi- 
noaro, when he was quite young; Her very age, there- 
fore, precludes the supposition diat he afterwards mar- 
ried the mother. 

2. Though David's wives are repeatedly enumerated, 
after the death of Saul, yet there is no intimati<Mi that 
the wives of Saul were among them, or that he had mar- 
ried them. 

3. David delivered the two sons of Rizpah to the 
Gibeonites, to be hung up at Oibeab, an event not very 
likely to have taken place, if he had made her his wife. 

4. The phraseology, " I gave thee thy master's house 
(fan)ily) and thy master's wives into thy bosom," obvi- 
ously means nothing more than that God, in his provi- 
dence^ gave David, as King of Israel, the possession of 
every thing that was Saul's, — his wives and all that he 
had : a fact, which gave edge to the reproof, " wherefore, 
then, hast thou killed Uriah, the Hittite, and taken his 
wife to be thy wife ?" 

5. Had Absalom, who actually connected himself with 
ten of his father's concubines, ultimately succeeded in 
his treason ; and, after the firm establishment of his 
throne, had he provoked, by a crime similar to that of 
David in the case of Uriah, a similar reproof; it might 
have been said to him as truly as to David, (even if we 
admit that David married the wives of his father-in law,) 
^ I anointed thee . King over Israel, and delivered thee 
out of the hand of David ; anii I gave thee thy father's 
bouse, and thy father's wives into thy bosom :" for God 
expressly foretold to David, that Absalom would d^ius con- 
nect himself with his wives : (2 Sam. xii. 1 1 :) yet who, 
from this feet, would have supposed that Absalom'aiftces- 
UiouB Polygamy with his father's wives was lawful?" 
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This passage, then, furnishes no evidence of the lawful- 
ness of Polygamy. The history itself furnishes conclu* 
Give evidence that David never was actually married to 
the wives of Saul. If, however, in spite of that evi- 
dence, it be contended that he was, still it was a case of 
incest expressly prohibited, under the penalty of being 
burned alive ; and if this be an allusion to it, it is an al- 
lusion to it simply as an event of providence. 

The Levitical code, therefore contained no express re- 
peal of that part of the Great Original Law of Marriage, 
which prohibited Polygamy, unless it is contained in the 
disputed passage of Leviticus zviii. 18. That passage 
will be examined on its own merits hereafter. 

We shall now inquire, whether the Practice of the 
Israelites proves that Polygamy was permitted by the 
Levitical Code ; or, in other words, that the Original 
Law of Marriage had been repealed. 

As the conduct of the best men falls far below the per- 
fect standard of the Divine Law ; it is obvious that 
it must be an unsafe criterion, from which to deter- 
mine what the Law of God is. Especially unsafe must 
it be, to determine this from the conduct of licentious and 
profligate men ; much more, if these men, live in an ir- 
regular, unsettled state of society, and are amenable to no 
human laws ; still more, if they are possessed of abso- 
lute power ; and most unsafe of all must it be, to argue 
from the conduct of such men, in such circumstances, — 
not what the Law of God is, in a case otherwise un- 
known, but — that an Express and Universal law, stand- 
ing on the pages of the Divine statute-book, to bind 
the Human Race, has been repealed. With these thiogs 
in view, we will examine the actual Practice of the Is- 
raelhes. 

Gideon, the third Judge of Israel, and a military 
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chieftaiD, had many wives, and one concubine, and sev^ 
enty-ooe sons. We are also uAi, Chat he set up an im* 
age in Ophrah his city; that all Israel went thither % 
whoring after it; that it became a snare to Gideon and his 
family ; and that Abimeledi, the son of his concubine, 
assassinated all but one of the children of his wives. 

Jair, the fifth Judge of Israel, had thirty children. 
This is not conclusive evidence that he had more than 
one wife ; and much less that he had more than one at 
a time. A citizen of North Carolina, a few years since, 
petitioned the Legislature of that state for exemption 
from taxes, because his wife, then living, had borne him 
tweqty-nine children, most of whom he had educated. 
One other case has been reported to me in this country, 
in which the same married pair had thirty children. 
That Jair should have had as many, by two successive 
wives, would have been in no respect surprising. 

Ibzan, the seventh of the Judges, had thirty sons and 
thirty daughters. This was unquestionably a case of 
polygamy. 

Abdoh, the ninth Judge of Israel, had forty sons, and 
was doubtless a polygamist. 

Samson, the tenth Judge of Israel, after his lawful 
wife at Timnath had been given to another, associated 
with a harlot at Gaza, and afterwards with another in 
the valley of Sorek. But this was not polygamy. 

Elkanah, a man in private life, and a good man, had 

two wives. We are told however that he lived "in those 

days when there was no king in Israel, and every man 

did that which was right in his own eyes." His history, 

also, is chiefly made up of- the distress, brought upon his 

jfemily, by his polygamy. ^ 

' It is said of the children or descendents of Uzzi, the 

grandson of Issachar, that they practised polygamy. 

3 



- so B8SAT ON POLTGAMT* 

They also lived, when '' every man did that which wiM 
right in his own eyes." Their polygamy is assigned as 
the reason, why they were numerous, compared with the 
other fiunilies of the tribe. It was of course singular, 
and did not prevaU generaUy, either in Issachar, or in 
Israel. 

Saul, the first king of Israel, had a wife and a concu* 
bine. He was judicially cut off for his wickedness. 

David, the second king of Israel, had eight wives and 
numerous concubines. In this conduct he transgressed 
. an express law, which forbad the king of Israel, to 
\ multiply wives unto himself. He was a good man, 
yet hiB life was deformed by various crimes of a very 
gross character. It is said, however, that he is styled the 
man after God's own heart, and that his conduct is 
declared to have been acceptable to God, except in the 
case of Uriah. This language, however, must be 
interpreted with many quaUfications ; for he was guilty 
of gross ingratitude and falsehood to Achish and of 
falsehood to Ahimelech ; and was sorely punished for 
the direct violation of an express law in numbering 
Israel. 

Solomon, the third king of Israel, had seven hundred 
wives and three hundred concubines. Tins was an 
outrageous violation of the same express law against 
the multiplication of wives. " And it came to pass, 
when Solomon was old, that bis wives turned away his 
heart ofter other gods, and his heart was not perfect with 
the Lord his God." These two cases no more prov^ the 
law against polygamy to have been repealed, than they 
prove the law against the king's multiplying wives unto 
hmiself to have been repealed. 

Rehoboam, the fourth king of Israel and the first 
^ong of Judah, had eighteen wives and sixty concu- 
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bines ; " and he forsook the law of the Lord, and all 
Israel with him." 

Abijah, the second king of Judah, had fourteen 
wives ; " and he walked in all the sins of his &ther, 
which he had done before him." 

Ahab, the eleventh king of Israel, had numerous wives, 
and seventy sons : " And Ahab did evil, in the sight of 
the Lord, above all that were before hira in Israel." 

Jehoram, the fifth king of Judah, and the son-in-law 
of Ahab, had several wives ; ^' And he walked in the 
way of the kings of Israel, like as did the house of 
Ahab, and he wrought evil in the eyes of the Lord. 
And he caused the inhabitants of Jerusalem to commit 
fornication, and he compelled Judah thereto." 

It is alleged that Joash, the seventh king of Judah, 
and the grand-son of Athaliah, had two wives at the 
same time ; and that the account given of this ^ct in 
2 Chron. xxiv. 2, 3, furnishes a strong presumption in 
favour of the practice — " And Joash did that which was 
right in the sight of the Lord all the days of Jehoiada 

the priest. And Jehoiada took /or him (^^b,) two wives; 
and he begat sons and daughters." The following re- 
marks may serve to explain this passage. The He- 
brew word ♦S, rendered /or kim, means alike either /or 
himj or for himself. The Rabbins render the passage, 
^' And Jehoiada took unto himself (i. e. married) two 
wives, and begat sons and daughters;" and they insist 
that he married them in succession. This, if the pas- 
safge refers to Jehoiada, is probable ; for the language 
implies nothing more, than that he had two wives, 
without specifying when ; and there is no instance on 
record of polygamy in a priest. If we suppose that Je- 
h^Af^ tods, two wives for Joashj and both at the same 
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time; fltill the lu^uage hare used will not prme pdy* 
gamy to have been sanctkmed by the law of Crod. It 
does not follow fiom the declaratioD, that ^ Jaagh did 
that which w<$9 right in the sight of the Lard, all the 
days of Jehoiada ;" for, in the parallel passage in 
Kings, we are told, that Joash refused to abolish idola- 
try, during the days of Jehoiada. It is also said of Da- 
vid, that he did that which teas right tw t/ie sight of 
the Lordy except in the matter of Uriah ; yet by this 
language, apparently so universal, as we have just seen, 
it was not intended to justify his falsehoods to Ahimelech 
and Achish, or his disobedience to an express statute in 
numbering Israel. Of the better class of the kings of 
. Judah, it is also said, tliat they did that which was 
right in the sight of the Lardy during their reigns ; 
and yet the prophets have recorded their numerous sins. 
The phrase, therefore, means only, that their conduct 
' was generally acceptable to God ; but furnishes no evi- 
dence of the lawfulness of any one specific act. The 
fact too that Jehoiada took two wives for Joash, if it 
was a fact, does not prove this point. Athaliah and her 
son Amaziah had introduced a universal corruption of 
morals mto Judah, and had made idolatry the religion 
of the court and of the nation. Jehoiada endeavoured 
to restore the worship of the true God ; yet duriuff the 

no^Tn^'^'^^r ^'^ "^' '^^^ ^^^y '^' high places, 

point, to the king's She! '^?^^ ^^''^ ^'^^^^^^ ^^ ^^is 
in points of so mU ^J 1^ '^ "" 'T' '''''''' 
surprise, and can furnish nf"""' J" "'"'''' ''^ 
had been sanctioned bv ^K ."^ ^''^^^"^« ^^^^ polygamy 

Zedekiah, the last kin IT ^^ ^^• 

' ^'^ ^'^S «f Judah, had several wives. 
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^^ Nekh^ did Zedekiah heaik^i untp the words of the 
Lord.^ He was dethroned for his disobedience. 

These, if I mistake not, are all the instances of poly- 
gamy on record among the Israelites. They amount, 
if we include Joash, to only thirteen single instances, 
beside that of the children Uzzi, in a period of more 
than twelve hundred years. That these cases prove 
that the law of God permitted polygamy, is arjgued 
on four different grounds, which we will now ex- 
amine. 

1. From the number of those who practised polyga- 
my. The actual number on recor^, we have seen, is 
thirteen single instances, beside that of the children of 
Uzzi, in a period of more than twelve hundred years. 
But it cannot surprise any one that in a period of that 
length, and in a nation so corrupt, ihirteen instances of 
polygamy should have occurred ; when, during that pe- 
riod, many more instances of murder, adultery, and 
idolatry, are on record : or that, of these thirtfee^i in- 
stances, twelve should have been of persons possessed 
of absolute power; when Gideon, and Solomon, and 
nineteen of the kings of Israel, and twelve of the kings 
of Judah, in all thirty-three persons possessed of abso- 
lute power, were publicly and habitually idolaters : or 
that Elkanah and the children of Uzzi, private indi- 
viduals, are recorded as polygamists ; when not only 
Micah, and his mother, and the Levite his priest, wer6 
idolaters, but the children of Dan publicly established 
idolatry and an idolatrous priesthood, from the days of 
Micah until the captivity ; when sacrifices to idols in 
groves and high places continued in Israel, from the 
days of Jeroboam until the captivity of the ten tribes ; 
and in Judah from the time of Solomon, with scarcely 

an exception, until the deportation into Babylon. 

3* 
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Were the reasoning, thus af>plied to the Helnrew his- 
tory, to be adopted in any other case, it would leadto 
Angular results. The nations of Elurope, during the 
last twdve hundred years and upwards, have professed 
to be Christians, and to respect the Laws of God. Yet, 
were a prophet of God to write the history of any one 
of them during that period, not excepting that of Rome 
itself, of its popes, cardinals, and bishops, he would detafl 
— ^not thirteen^ but — thirteen hundred instances of open, 
acknowledged, long-continued, multifarious, and yet 
unpunished adultery. Yet this does not prove, that the 
Law of Grod forbidding adultery has been repealed, nor 
even that it is authorized by the laws of those countries. 
Were a Mohammedan to visit Italy, and to find the sys- 
tems of cicisheisfn and nepotism pervading its gentle 
and noble femilies, and even the court and palace of His 
Holiness, and the former system regularly rec(^ized in 
marriage contracts; were he to visit Austria, and to 
find numbers of her princes and nobles maintaining 
each his eastern haram, and her Prime Minister for 
the last twenty-five years bestowing office as the price 
of beauty ; and were he to discover that the crime, for 
which the Cities of the Plain were destroyed by a storm 
of fire, was most notoriously and impudently prevalent 
throughout Austria, Italy, and France; he might be 
ready to exclaim, " Why the Bible is no better than the 
Koran!" yet, while we could not deny his facts, we 
should all be ready to question his logic. Nay, were a 
prophet honestly to detail the occurrences of the last 
thirty winters at our own capital, i. e. for the fortieth 
part of twelve hundred years, if we did not find in the 
record more than thirteen instances of known unpun- 
ished adultery, as well as of bribery, his book wouM 
greatly raise the reputation of our native land. 
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' - 2. Prom the Character of ibooe who practised polyga- 
my. It will hardly be insisted that Saul, Rehoboani, Abi- 
}ab, Abab, Jehoram, Joash, and Zedekiah had sufficient 
weight of character, to prove all that they did to be jus- 
tifiable. Gideon^s setting up and maintaining an idol 
at Ophrah, and seducing the Israelites to Idolatry, is at 
least a suspicious circumstance in his case. The fact, 
that Solomon's wives turned his heart from God, and 
led him to erect high places to idols, is no very strong 
circumstance in his favour, or in favour of polygamy. 
We know of Ibzan and of Abdon, only that they were 
Judges possessed of absolute power, and that they prac- 
tised polygamy. We know also of the children of Uzzi 
merely that they practised pdygamy, just as we know 
of the children of Dan merely that they practised idola- 
try. The character of David did not justify his con- 
duct with Ahimelech or Achisb, with Bathsheba or 
Uriah. Elkanah was a good man, yet not a better 
man than AlM-aham. Yet the character of Abraham 
does not prove his falsehoods to Abimelech and Pharaoh 
to be in accordance with the Law of God ; neither, 
therefore, does the character of Elkanah prove his poly- 
gamy to be in accordance with that Law. 

3. From the fact that no Punishment was inflicted 
on polygamists by the Goveiiiment. 

Nrne of the thirteen single instances were instances of 
Absolute Monarchs, whom no earthly tribunal could 
call to an account, or punish, for their conduct ; and 
three of the remaining fGur were those of Judges, or 
Military Chieftains — men equally absolute with the 
Monarchs of Israel. That of Elkanah. and those of 
the children of Uzzi, occurred, as we have seen, in times 
when " every man did that which was right in his 
awn eyesj^ or, in other words, had no one to call him 
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to an account In each of the instances, therefore, 
punishment was wholly out of the question. 

Other crimes, however, not less heinous than this, 
and expressly forbidden, also escaped punishment. 
Though Abimelech, Saul, Doeg, David, Joab in r^ 
peated instances, Ahab, Zimri, Athaliah, Joash, and 
many others, were guilty of murder ; Gilead, Samson, 
the wife of the Levity, Hophni, Phineas, David, and 
Absalom, of adultery ; Amnou of rape ; Oideon, Micah, 
his mother, the Levite who lived with him, and the 
Danites who robbed him, and their descendents for suc- 
cessive generations, Solomon, Jeroboam and his eighteen 
successors on the throne of Israel, as well as Rehoboam 
and eleven more of the kings of Judah, were guilty of 
idolatry ; and the body of the two nations in numberless 
instances apostatized, and worshipped the gods of the 
surrounding countries; yet, in no one of these instances, 
was the sentence of the law infficted by the government, 
on any individual. Yet surely this fact furnishes no 
evidence that murder, adultery, rape, and idolatry, were 
permitted, either by the laws of Israel, or the law 6f 
God. 

4. From the foct, that no Censure is pronounced on 
those who practised Polygamy by the scriptural writers. 
We have already seen that the Original Law of Mar- 
riage universally forbad it ; that Malachi severely cen^ 
sures the conduct, and declares that God forbad it to 
Man because of its demoralizing efficacy, and that 
Christ pronounces every one, who practises it, an adul- 
terer. We have also seen that Polygam)»^ is assigned 
as the cause of that general corruption and violence, 
which occasioned the Deluge ; and that either Lamecb, 
the first polygamist was a murderer, or that his poly- 
gamy, the first transgression of the Law of Marriage, 
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was the reason why his wives apprehended, that he 
would be pot to death. In the instances of Jacob and 
Elkanab, it is exhibited as one of the principal causes 
of the misfortunes of their lives. In that of Jacob also, 
Reuben his eldest son defiled Bilhah one of his fitther's 
concubines ; and what Jacob's .feelings were on the 
occasion we may learn from his dying address to Reuben 
more than forty 3'ears afterwards: << Reuben, thou art 
ray first- bom : unstable as water, thou shalt not excel, 
because Ihou wentest up to thy fother's bed ; then de- 
filedst thou it : he went up to ray couch." In the case 
of Gideon we are told, that Abiraelech, the son of his 
concubine, assassinated sixty-nine out of seventy of the 
children of his wives. In the case of David, Amnon, 
the son of one of his wives, committed a rape on Thamar, 
the daughter of another ; while Absalom, the brother of 
Thamar, killed Amnon, and then expelled David from 
his throne, and violated his father's concubines in the 
sight of all Israel. Of the wives and concubines of 
Solomon, it is expressly said, that they turned his heart 
away from God. And in the cases of Saul, Reho- 
boam, Abijah, and Ahab, the general character of each 
is described as dreadfully wicked, and their polygamy 
is mentioned as one of the. incidents of their lives. 

The supposition, that those, who practised polygamy, 
are not censured for it, in the Scriptures, is therefore an v 
entire mistake. Yet it is true, that various instances 
are recorded, in which the individuals mentioned are 
not censured at the time. If, then, there be any foroe 
in this argument, it grows out of the truth of the general 
principle, that whatever actions are recorded in the Scrip- 
tures, without any diiect censure at the time, are law- 
fill. So far, however, is this principle from being true, 
that, with the single exception of tb^ crime of idolatry-—. 
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an exception growing oat of the peculiar enormity of 
the crime, which was direct High-treason against Jeho- 
vah, as the acting Grovemor of Israel, — it is the cus- 
tomary mode o( the scriptural writers, in recording 
crimes, simply to mention them as actions or events 
which occurred, without expressing an opinion as to the 
character of these actions. This \a the natural method^of 
recording such actions in a book like the Bible ; in which 
the great general principles, which stamp the character 
of actions, are previously and distinctly established, and 
therefore considered as known. This is often true in- 
deed, even in the case of idolatry. The idolatry of 
Terah. that of Laban and Rachel, that of Gideon, and 
that of Micab, of his mother, and of the Levite his 
priest, are simply mentioned as facts, without a com- 
ment. As to the idolatry of the Danites, which con- 
tinued to the time of the captivity, all that is said is, that 
'^ the children of Dan set up the graven image of Micab, 
in the city of Dan ; and Jonathan the son of Gershom, 
the son of Manasseh, he and his sons, were priests to 
the tribe of Dan, until the day of the captivity of the 
land ; and they set up Micah's graven image, all the 
time the house of God was in Shiloh." When the 
sacred historians inform us that Noah was guilty of in- 
temperance ; that Abraham uttered a known direct 
falsehood to Abimelech, and another to Pharaoh, both, 
at the imminent hazard of his wife's purity ; that Isaac, 
under similar circumstances, did the same to Pharaoh ; 
that Lot offered his two daughters tp the men who sur- 
rounded his house ; that he was twice guilty of drunken- 
ness ; that his two daughters successively made him 
drunk, and were then guilty of incest with their fetther ; 
that Jacob, at the instigation of Rebekah his modier, 
told repeated fisilsehoods to Jsam^ and that he defrauded 
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Esau of his birthright and his blessing; that Laban 
deceived and defrauded Jacob, by substituting Les^h for 
Rachel ; and that Jacob in his turn defrauded Laban, 
in his management with regard to the cattle ; that 
Rachel stole her Other's idols, and then told him a direct 
falsehood to escape detection ; that Esau collected an 
armed force, to take awa:y Jacob's life ; that the sons of 
Jacob sold Joseph into Egypt, and then told a wilful 
felsehood to their father, under circumstances of the 
most aggravated filial impiety ; that Judah was guilty of 
lewdness with Thamar, not knowing her, and Thamar 
of known incest with her father-in-law ; that Reuben 
committed adultery and incest with Bilhah his father's 
concubine ; that Gilead was guilty of lewdness with a 
harlot ; that Samson was guilty of repeated adulteries ; 
that Joab killed his brother Asahel ; and that David 
told a direct ^dsehood to Ahimelech, and another to 
Achish ; — these various events, as well as many of a 
similar nature in subsequent parts of the Scriptures, are 
recorded simply as events^ without any comment at the 
time ; and almost all of them, without any comment 
afterwards. But does this fsict prove that intemperance, 
lying, incest, fraud, prostitution, idolatry, adultery and 
murder, were lawful ? — If not, neither does the fact, that 
Polygamy is not in every case censured at the time, 
prove that Polygamy was lawful. 

It may not be improper to mention, in this place, a 
remarkable example of this nature. In Lev. xxxiii. 
33, 34, the Israelites were commanded to dwell in 
booths seven days every year at the feast of tabernacles, 
throughout their generations for ever. Yet we are told 
by Nehemiah that, from the days of Joshua (B. C. 1446) 
to his days, (B. C. 444,) or 1002 years, it was wholly 
neglected. Yet not a word of censure, for this- neglect, 
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has escaped those, who wrote the history of that long 
intervaL 

From these consid^^tions, it is evident, if I mistake 
not, that no sdid argument, in favour of the lawfulness 
of Polygamy to the Israelites, can be derived, either from 
the Number, or the Character, of those who practised 
it, or from the fact that they escaped Punishment from 
the government, or Censure from the scriptural writers. 
Were the principle, indeed, once settled, that it- is lawful 
to determine what the law of God is, from the conduct 
of any class of men whatever, and from the fiact that 
that conduct is recorded without censure by the scriptural 
writers ; when we remember the falsehoods of Abraham 
to Abimelech and Pharaoh, of Isaac to Pharaoh, of Re- 
bekah and Jacob to Isaac, of Laban to Jacob, of Rachel 
to Laban, of the eleven patriarchs to Jacob, of Ehud to 
Eglon, of Jael to Sisera. and the manner in which her 
conduct is spoken of by Deborah, of David to Achish 
and Ahimelecb, and of Elisha to the host of Benhadad, 
(2 Kings vi. 19.) at the very time when he beheld the 
mountain full of horses and chariots of fire, and had 
just wrought a miracle in smiting the whole Syrian 
army with blindness ; and reflect that these various 
instances of known direct falsehood are all recorded 
without censure by the sacred writers ; — we should have 
far stronger evidence, that the Law forbidding wilful 
falsehood was repealed under the Patriarchal and Levi- 
t?cal Dispensations, than we can find of the repeal of 
the Law of Marriage, in the account which they give 
of the practice of polygamy. 

The result of our inquiry then is this, that Polygamy 
was universally forbidden to mankind by the Great 
Original Law of Marriage ; that no evidence of any 
repeal of that law, so far as it prohibited Polygamy, is 
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found in the acriptwes; and of CiHU^ ihpt Potygimy 
wasunbwAil.both to ib^ Patriarolwy a^ ^(bo bmebten* 
I will now subjoin a few consideialioiig^ caaftrmiff gi jUnw» 
conclufijons. 

1. The fact, that the Other Species of Poly^atny-r^ 
that in which one woman has two ormore hu^mf^ihr^ 
was unlawful in Israel, proves that the Ori^nal Law 
of Marriage, forbidding Polygamy, was ia full fierce 
under the Levitical Code« That, that peculiar eiptxieB 
of Polygamy was unlawful in Israel, will doubtless be 
admitted ; yet, should it be denied, the proof is at hai^d. 
In Deut. xxiv. 1 — 4, it is said, that a wife, after she has 
received a bill of divorcement from her husband, '' may 
go and be another man's wife." Of course, previous to 
her receiving such a bill, it was unlawful for her to go 
and be another man's wife, i. e. to have two husbands 
at the same time. But, if it was unlawful iot a womaa 
in Israel to have two husbands at the same time, some 
law had forbidden it I then ask, What was that l^w ? 
— The Levitical Code contains a law, forbidding a mar- 
ried woman to have adtdterous intercourse with another 
man ; but it contains no law, prohibiting conjugal inter- 
oourse or connexion by marriage — that is, no law, of 
which those whom I oppose can here avail themsdvea 
The prohibition, in Levit. xviii. 18, '< Neither shak thoui 
take a wife to her sister in her life-^tmc, to vex her*^ — 
according to the constructipn of it, for which I propose 
to contend, in the ensuing Essay— JVai/A^ shalt thou 
take one wife to another^ in her life-tvmeyto ves her'^ 
does, indeed, expressly forbid a meat to have two wwess 
and therefore may be regarded as, by implieation^ for* 
bidding a woman to have two husbands* But tMi 
obviously cannot be alleged by those, who deny this 

construction. I call on them, then, to point put the IaW| 

4 
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which rendered the latter species of polygamy unlaW" 
ful ; but this they cannot do, for no such law exists, 
except the Original Law of Marriage. That law, there- 
fore, was in force under the Levitical Code. But if that 
law forbad a woman to have two husbands ; with still 
greater certainty did it forbid a man to have two wives ; 
because its [irohibitcNry clause affects men, expressly ; 
while it affects women only bp implication. That 
clause is — ^not, " Therefore shall a woman leave her 
fiither and mother and cleave unto her husband f^^ but — 
^^ Therefore shall a m,an leave his father and mother and 
cleave unto his wife^ And, as we have seen that it 
forbids a woman to have two husbands, at once; a for- 
tiori therefore, does it forbid a man to have two wives at 
once. This feet then proves that the Original Law of 
Marriage, so far as it forbad polygamy, was in force in 
all its length and breadth under the Levitical Code. 

2. The same thing is evident from the fact, that Po- 
lygamy was expressly prohibited, by Moses, to the future 
kings of Israel. Deut. xvii. 17, " Neither shall he (the 
future king) multiply wives unto himself ; that his heart 
turn not away." 

It has been pubUcly suggested by an individual not now 
in the desk, that the word multiply j has as extensive a 
meaning in this passage, as it has in the preceding verse — 
«But he shall not multiply horses to himself, nor cause 
the people to return to Egypt, to the end that he should 
multiply horses" — It is said that, as the future monarch 
is not, by this verse, restricted to (me horse ; so he is not, 
by the next, to one wife ; and that he is clearly allowed 
to keep at least as many wives as horses. My only 
reply to this suggestion shall be this — The mind, which 

* If it liad been, who would have questioned that it forbad a wo- 
man to have two husbands at once. 
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could first engender, such a sentiment, and then charge il 
to the Spirit of God, shall receive it back again, untouched, 
into the pollution from which it came forth. 

The prohibition, given to the monarch to multiply 
wives, either had a definite meaning, and restricted him 
within given limits ; or it had no meaning at all. If 
the Original Law of Marriage was in force in Israel, 
this prohibition had a definite meaning. If it were a 
fiindamental law of England,->where polygamy is un- 
lawful;— "The king shall not multiply wives unto 
himself;" — it would clearly prohibit the king from mar- 
rying more than one wife ; for any increase above the 
authorized number, is multiplication ; and the same, 
on this supposition, was true in Israel. But if that law 
was not in force in Israel, I ask. What law limited the 
number of wives, which might be lawfully taken, either 
by king or subject. 

The Rabbinists indeed allege, that David had 14 wives 
and 18 concubines ; and insist, because he was a ^ood 
man, that this was iheidtimatum, beyond which the mo- 
narch might not^ lawfully go. No one, however, at the 
present day, will pretend, that, by any enactment, the 
lawful number of the monarch's wives is limited to two^ 
or three, or to the Mohammedan number/our, or to six or 
eight, to ^6n or twenty. But if the lawful number wa0 
not definitely settled, the king might well ask the 
prophet, who suffered him to take twenty, and who came 
to reprove him because he was about to take the twenty- 
first^ — '^ What ! is it multiplying wiveato take twenty -one^ 
when it is not multiplying tfiem to take twenty ! If then 
this prohibition was noC absolutely nugatory, and in ef> 
ieel prohibited nothing ; the Original Law of Marriage 
was in force in leradL 

If Polygamy wee utilawfiil to the nation at large \ 
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■till thtf e were the best reasons in the world, fer lecordiBg' 
a {)artkular express prohibitioii of it to the future mo* 
narch. The surrounding nations all practised potygar 
my. Their kings had, each his haram; and each 
prided himsrif in the number of his wives and concu^ 
bines. The monarch of Isra^ was absolute, independ^ 
ent of the nation whom he governed, and amenable only 
to God. Though the people at large had been forbidden 
to practise polygamy, still, from the example of sur-» 
roundmg kings, from the pow«r and wealth of the mo^ 
narch, and the passions of the human breast, there was 
the strongest reason to fear that, notwithstanding the 
general law, he would ^^ multiply wives unto himself," 
and thus corrupt himself and the natkm. In this point 
of view, the command appears most merciful ; and the 
histories of Saul, David, Sdomon, Refaoboam, Abijah 
and Ahab, prove, that it was most necessary ; for even this 

additional and express command did not secure their obe- 
dience. 

This restriction on the kmg was certainly intended to 

have force' and efficacy ; because it was a law of God^ 

But we have seen^ that, if it did not limit the king to 

'One wife^ it' did not Umit him at all ; and of course had 

^o bilMliog force. The king, then, was forbidden ta 

practise pdygamy, if the people Were not^ If then w0 

suppose polygamy^ have beealawfiil to the nation at 

4af^ ;• where was the propriety of forbidding it to the 

v' king? It did not lie in the^ftict' that it was unlawful 

'in itself; for in itoell it was as iawM tb the monarch 

'tts to his mibJBi^. ' TUemdiiatdi was oeriainly bb able^ 

-^ his subject^,' U> maintain' mimienius wim; and provide 

'^tofr them as he^ oiig[ht, l*he heart <tf the nkndurdi was 

no more liable to be turned awayi \sf the pradiecr o# po^ 

t l)f^myi Ihanthehewt irfla mibfeot; I B^gn^ <^t hath 
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cast down many wounded, yea many strong men have 
been dain by it ;" but, while this is the best of all rea- 
sons for prohibiting it universally, it is a very bad one 
for confining the prohibition to kings. To prohibit the 
king from an innocent, and, if we may judge from the 
history of Saul, David, Solomon, and several of their 
successors, a, favourite practice; when not only the neigh<- 
bouring monarchs, but his own subjects were allowed to 
indulge in it ; would have been to create an unnecessary 
and odious distinction. It was exhibiting him, in point 
both of actual privilege, and of claims to personal con- 
fidence, as below the level of the people at Icu-ge. It was 
in effect to say — " Neither shall the king practise po- 
lygamy, because it will turn away his heart ; but all his , 
subjects may practise it, because it will not turn away 
their hearts !" The feet, that he saw his princes^ his 
nobles, and even his peasants, lawfully possessing all that 
heart could wish, while himself was limited to a single 
object ; would of course have prompted him, if not re- 
strained by religious principle, to the indulgence of wild 
and roving passion. Such a restriction, therefore, could 
not have been laid on the monarchs of Israel, without 
being also laid upon their subjects. 

3. If Polygamy was not, forbidden by the Original 
law of Marriage, to the Patriarchs and Israelites ; nei- 
ther is it forbidden under the Christian Dispensation. 
Polygamy has been supposed to be forbidden, in the New 
Testament, in the six following passages— Mat. v, 31, 
32; Mat xix. 3—9; Markx. 2— 12; Luke xvi. 18; 
Ephesians v. 31 ; and Cor. vii. 1, 2. The first five of - 
these passages are all aUke. They are all founded on, v 
and appeal to, the Original Law of Marriage, imd merely 
explain the binding f<wce of that law upon mankind : 
they fwbid what that forbad, and aHow what that al- 

4* 
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fewad ; and if that did not fotWd iPolygatn j) neitb^rdv 
ikeg^. As to tbe passage in Corinthians, ^Now oon^, 
eerning the things ye 'wrotennto me, — It is good for a 
nan not to touch a woman : Nevertheless^ to avoid incon^ 
tinenoe, let every man have his own wife, and let every 
woman have her own hosband ;" I remark, 1. That 
«very man has his own wife) and every woman her awn 
iniabandy as truly in polygamy as in marriage ; and 
2. That the Apostle es^pressly declares^ that he speaks 
the paragraph of which this is a part, by permissioHj 
and not by commandment, and that it is himself thai 
speaks it, and not the Lord, Of course it is merely advir 
eory ; and cannot be regarded as a law restraining the 
. rights of mankind in the article of marriage, within nar- 
rower limits than had previously existed for four thou« 
sand years, and binding by its authority the whole hu^- 
man race. No alteration of a General Law of God was 
ever introduced by a passage in a writer, declared by 
himsdf to be mere private advice. The only remain- 
ing passages in the New Testament, alluding to this 
subject — I Tim. iii. 2, " A bishop must be the husband 
of one wife;" and 1 Tim. iii. 12, "Let the deacons be 
the husbands of one wife ;" — ^so fer as they have aiiy 
bearing upon it, seem to imply, that all except bishops 
and deacons may be the husbands of more than one 
wife ; and so direct did this implication seem to the dig"* 
nitaries of the Greek Church, that, in order to rebut it, 
they enacted, that neither bishop nor deacon, if he had 
the misfortune to lose his wife^ should ever be permitted 
to marry a second. They allude, however, doubtless, to 
the iact, that some of the converted Heathens bad -seve- 
ral wives ; and enjoin that no one, who had more than 
cne, should fill the office of bishop or deacon; If then 
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p^gaxay vms lawful^ under the Patriarchal and LevUi- 
cal diBpenaaiions, it is equally go under tjie Christian. 

4. Wherever marriage is spokea of iiQ the scriptures ai 
ustaiCj it i» always spoken of as the union of one man 
with one tooman ; and in language utterly inconsistent 
with the supposition, that more than one of either sex 
co^d be lawfully united with one of the other. This is 
true, alike, of both Testaments. A few examples will 
show the common current language of the whole Bible» 

Gen xxiv. 3, 4, ^^ And I will make thee swear unto 
me, by the LORD, the God of Heaven and the God of 
Earth, that thou shalt not take a wife to my son> of th^ « 
daughters of the Canaanites, among whom I dwell ; but 
thou shalt go unto my country, and to my kindred, and / 
take a wife unto my son Isaacs" Abraham's design, in 
thus adjuring Eleazer, was to prevent Isaac from marry^^ 
ing a Canaanitish woman. The fact that Isaac should 
marry a woman of Padan-Aram, he evidently regards' 
as complete security, against the dreaded connection. 
But if Polygamy had been lawful, it would have been no 
security whatever. Isaac was heir to princely posses- 
sions, and could easily have maintained many wives. 
In these circumstances, had Polygamy been lawful, his 
&ther, in order to prevent all hazard of connection with 
the women of Canaan, would have directed Eleazer to 
bring — not a wife^ but — as many wives as Isaac would 
probably wish to include in his family estabUshmsnt . 
From the fact, that he regarded Isaac's marriage with 
one wife of Padan-Aram as effectual security against 
future marriages with women of Canaan, it is evident, 
that Polygamy was not then regarded, as lawful. 

Deut xcviii. 64, 68, " His eye shall be evil towards 
the wife of hia bosom.^ — ^<*Her eye shall be ^vil towards 
ihe husband of her boa^n^P Tbese^ are a part of the 
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curses, denounced against the Israelites as a nation^ 
to take effect upon them, during the long progress of 
their history, whenever they should become disobedient 
and rebellious. The husband and wife here mentioned 
are anp husband and wife, who should thus disobey. 
The language is accommodated to the actual laws and 
state of society in Israel, not only as they were in the 
age of Moses, but as they were to he in every succeed- 
ing age. It describes marriage, as it actually finds it, 
and finds it universally prevalent — as the union of one 
husband with one wife — as a union, in which the hus- 
band has the wife of his bosom ; and the wife, the hus- 
band of her bosom. In a country, where a man may 
marry but one wife, this language has meaning ; but 
suppose that a Turk were threatened, that on the com- 
mission of a given offence, he should lose the wife of his 
bosom ; would he not instinctively ask, " which of them 
will you take ? — I have four !" Must not the law, in 
order to have point and exactness, threaten him with 
the loss — either of one of his wives, or — of the women 
of his haram ? Here then Moses, or rather God him- 
self, when making laws relative to marriage, as it then 
existed, and as it would lawfully exist in Israel in 
successive generations, not only represents each hus- 
band as having one wife, and each wife as having one 
husband; but uses language, which could have no 
meaning, in a country where Polygamy was general or 
lawful. 

Psalm cxxviS. 3, " Thy wife shall be as a firuitiiil 
vine, by the side of thy house : thy children, like olive- 
plants roundabout tby table." The IsraeUtes, probaUy 
more thi^n any oth^ people, regarded numerous children 
as a blessing,. Thus, in the preceding Psalm, it is said — 
^ Lo, children are an heritage from the Lgrd, as arrows 
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in the hands of a inighty man. Happy is the man, that 
hath his quiver full of them«" This idea is fully recog- 
nized, in the passage quoted above, in which the Psalm- 
ist is describing the happiness of the man, who feareth 
the Lord. But, if writing for a country, in which Polyg- 
amy was customary, instead of saying, " Thy loife shall 
be a fruitful vine," he would have said, " Thy wives 
shall be as fruitful vines." It would present no very 
flattering prospect to a good man, who had twenty wives, 
to tell him, that, as the reward of his fearing the Lord, 
one of them should be fruitful. " What !" — he would 
instinctively rejoin, and with no Uttle meaning, — <^ and 
shall the other nineteen be barren " 

Prov. v. 16, 18, 19 " Drink waters out of thine own 
cistern, and running waters out of thine own weU. Let 
thy fountain be blessed, and rejoice with the wife^f thy 
youth. Let her be as the loving hind, and the pleas- 
ant roe ; let her breasts satisfy thee at ail times, and 
be thou always ravished with her love." Solomon tells 
us, that these are part of the instructions, which David 
his father gave him, when he was young, to regulate his ^ 
conduct.* I admit, that David had numerous wives and 
concubines ; yet, as one of the inspired penmen, he has 
taught nothing but pure morality and exalted piety, 
I ask then every one, who has read the preceding direo 
tions, wh^her they could have sense or meaning, if ad- 

* The address of David to Solomon begins Prov. iv. 4, in the middle "' 
of the verse, and is carried on in one continuous discourse, through 
that and the five following chapters: ending with tli» dose of Chapter * 
ix. This fketj I believe, has e«eaped the notiee of CommenUilors. |t 
it vrorthy of observation, ais it refutes an argument, wjiich has been 
derived from the abrupt commencement of Chapter z.j to prove that 
Solomon did not write much of the latteir part of the book. That 
abrupt ooramencement is owing to th^lket, that tlie dibeonive of GMo* 
iiiMi i« there ramiiibd. 
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dressed to a man, living where Polygamy was lawful 
and customary ? Had they been actually addressed to 
an Israelitish nobleman, who, by divine permission, had 
married a haram of twenty wives ; with what force 
would he have repUed in David's own language — 
" Which of my cisterns or which of my wells, which of 
my fountains or which of my wives ; with Adah or 
Zillah, with Abigail or Rachel, with Haggith or 
Maachah, with Hannah or Rebekah, with Achsah or 
Deborah, with Sarah or Bathsheba, with Milcah or 
Michal, with Anah or Delilah, with Mary or Ruth, or 
which? In short, could these directions be possibly 
obeyed by the man, who had so many other wives, 
beside the xcife of his youth. Could her breasts satisfy 
him at all times, when, during most of his time, he was 
lawfully and necessarily devoting himself to the other 
women of his haram ? Could he be always ravished 
with her love, when usually she was supplanted by her 
^rivals 7 Would not obedience to these directions have 
been a gross abuse and injury to his other lawful wives? 
Jer. V. 8, " They were as fed horses, in the morning : 
every one neighed after his neighbour's wife." The 
prophet is here describing in glowing terms, the general 
lewdness of the Israelites, and their multiplied adulteries. 
No illustration of the subject could have been more forci- 
ble, than the image which he actually presents ; and 
Jeremiah can rarely be accused of letting his representa- 
tions lag behind the reality. Surely, then, if Polygamy 
had been customary, he would have said, '< Every one 
neighed" — ^not "after his neighbour's trt/1?,"— but « after 
his neighbour's wives^ or " his neighbour's haram J^ In 
a town, where each householder had as many wives as be 
fiould maintain, it would be no very strikmg proof of 
prefligacy, that all the wives but tm^ in eiob 
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family were not only unpolluted, but un-neighed* 
after, 

Jer. vi. 11, " I will pour the fury of the Lord upon the 
children abroad, and upon the assembly of young men 
tc^ether ; for even the husband with the wife shall be 
taken ; the aged with him that is full of days." As the 
prophet intends by this language to denote the compre- 
hensive extent of the divine fury, had Polygamy been 
lawful, he must have said,~-'Hhe husband with his wivesP 
He could not have intended to intimate that, under a 
most sweeping desolation, all the mves but one, in each 
&mily, should escape. 

Mai. ii. 14, " The Lord hath been witness between 
thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou 
hast dealt treacherously ; yet is she thy companion, and 
the wife of thy covenant. Therefore take heed to 
your spirit, and let none deal treacherously with the 
wife of his youth 1^^ — In this chapter Malachi obvi- 
ously intends to reprove the Israelites for their general 
infidelity to the marriage vow ; yet I appeal to the com- 
mon sense of every reader, that his language would 
have neither force nor meaning, if addressed to a nation 
of polygamists. If a Mohammedan priest were to read 
this reproof, in a Turkish mosque, it would not be in- 
telligible ; and were the book of Malachi to be read by 
a Turk, he would at once conclude, that, among the 
Jews, it was not lawful to have more than one wife. 

Math. xix. 29, '^ And every one, that hath forsaken 
houses, or brethren, or sisters, or father, or mother, or 
wife, or children, or lands, for my name's sake, shall 
receive an hundred fold and shall inherit everlasting 
Bfe." 

Luke xiv. 26. '< If any man come to me, and hate 
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not his fiither, and mother, and wife^ and children, and 
brethren and sisters, he cannot be my disciple." 

These two passages were addressed to the Jews, as 
our Saviour found them, living under the laws of 
Moses. The conduct, to which this high reward is 
promised, is the cheerful surrendry of every thing dear 
and valuaUe, for the sake of the Saviour. The word, 
used in each case, denotes the entireity of the sacrifice. 
Thus, brethren, and sisters, and children, and houses, 
and lands denote all one^s brethren, and sisters, and 
children, all one's houses and lands ; since the sur- 
rendry of a part of any one kind would have been una- 
vailing, without a surrendry of the residue. Each word 
here used is intended, therefore^ to express as many 
things of the given kind, as the persons addressed could 
be supposed to possess. Where they could have several, 
the plural is used ; where only one, the singular. As 
they could have but one father, but one mother, and 
but one wife, each of these is in the singular ; as they 
could have more than one of each of the other things 
mentioned— -fere^Arcw, sisters, children, houses, lands, 
— they are all in the plural. Had Christ said, " If you 
forsake not your brother, and sister, and child, and 
house, and land,^^ the language would obviously have 
been defective ; for it would have implied that forsaking 
one brother, or sister, or child, or house, or one piece of land, 
was enough, and that the remainder of each might be pre- 
ferred to Christ. Butwhenhesays, "Ifyou forsake not your 
father^ and mother, and wife,^^ there is no such defect ; 
because each word, though in the singular, is ail of 
the kind, that any individual could possess or forsake. 
Surely a Jew could have no merit in preferring the 
Saviour to one wife, if he loved his other wives more 
than the Saviour. It is plainly impossible, therefore. 
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that Christ should have used this language, had he 
been surrounded by an assembly of polygamists. 

These passages are a few, taken from a great num- 
ber found in every part of the Bible. They show the 
customary phraseology of the scriptural writers, and are 
susceptible of but one construction. They exhibit an 
account of lawful wedlock, as it actually existed in every 
period of biblical history, among the Patriarchs, the 
Israelites, and the Jews. The writer or speaker, in 
every instance, takes his countrymen and their mar- 
riages as he found them. Every reader will at once 
say, that such an account of the subject could not possi- 
bly have been written respecting a state of society, in 
which Marriage was Polygamy. It presupposes, that 
Marriage is in itself, and was, as it actually existed, the 
union of one man with one woman. It never explains 
the duties of a state of polygamy, nor supposes it to ex- 1 
ist It is an account of Marriage, just as it exists in 
Christian countries, and utterly irreconcileable with 
such a state of Marriage, as exists in Turkey, and in 
Southern Asia. 

At the same time, the Bible does not contain a soli- 
tary example of an opposite use of language. The few 
instances of Polygamy, on record, are simply mentioned 
as events that occurred, and are recorded in precisely 
I the same manner, as the sacred writers customarily re- 
cord other transgressions of law. To a fair unbiassed 
mind, this fact of itself wiU, I think, appear absolutely 
conclusive. 

We thus find, as the result of our Inquiries, that the 

Original Law of Marriage forbad Polygamy to man- 

kind ; that no repeal of that law is found in the Scrip- I 

tures ; and that Polygamy was not lawful, either among 

the Patriarchs, or under the Levitical Code. 

5 
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There is, however, as we contend, one passage more 
relating to the subject, which we have not yet examined, 
— Ley. xviii. 18, ^^ Neither shalt thou take a wife to her 
sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness beside the 
other, in her Ufe-^imc." — This passage, it will be recol- 
lected, is regidarly resorted to, to prove marriage with 
the sister of a deceased wife to be lawful. And when, 
in opposition to that construction, we contend that this 
passage is simply a prohibition of Polygamy, and is pre- 
cisely equivalent to-^Neither shalt thou take one wife 
to another in her life-time, to vex her — we are regu- 
larly met with the Objection,. that Polygamy was actu- 
ally lawful among the Israelites, and of course that this 
construction is erroneous. The other construction of 
the passage, — Neither shalt thou take a second wifcy 
who is the sister of thy first wife, to vex Iter, to uncover 
her nakedness beside the other, in her life-time ; al- 
though thou mayest take one, who is not her sister^ 
a^ that will not vex her ; and her sister also, after 
her death — is, if correct, a full and explicit permission 
of polygamy. This passage will be minutely examined, 
in the progress of the subsequent Essay ; aud when we 
iyome to the examination, I hope it will be distinctly re- 
membered, that the Scriptures (this one passage out of 
the question) furnish decisive evidence that Polygamy 
was unlawful; and that if the lawfulness of Polyga- 
my is to be proved, the evidence must be derived from 
this one passage alone. Thus, we shall be able to ex- 
amine this much controverted text, on its own merits, 
and to investigate the Law of Incest, without entangling 
it with the lawfulness or unlawfulness of Polygamy. 
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Th£ Law of Incest was long suppo^ to be defini^ 
lively settled. Under the care of thelsraelitish Church, 
it remained unaltered for fifteen centuries, and under 
that of the Christian, for more than, seventeen. To > 
our American Legislatures belongs the honour of the \ 
discovery, that these Churches, doubtless firosn the love 
of supererogatc^-y obedience so natural to man, sub- 
mitted, for more than three (Jbousand years, to various 
restraints on their marriages, which were wholly unea- 
joined by the Law of God. Since this discovery, they 
have, to say the least, deserved no censure for not remov- 
ing these restraints, as soon as they could make them out 
to be supererogatory . 

The curious reader, in examining some of our Statute- 
books, will be struck with sundry rme diHindions 
made between lawful and unlawful marriages. In va- 
rious instances, he will find, that a Mania allowed to 
marry his wife^s sister^ or niece^ while a Woman isfor- 
bidden to marry her husbands brother ^ or nephew* b * 
endeavouring to account for these distmctions, he may 
perhaps imagine, that the law-makers wetegui^d by a 
Modem Notion — that a woman is more neiariy re- 
laied to her huaband than a man to hie wifB. This, 
however, could not have occasioned them, for 4ie tteUiteB, 
m whidi they ace foiind, were made before' the^Ui- 
catien of the Pamphlet, in which this aotioti^was tot 
promulgated. Tiidr teal origin is to be traced ID the 
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following fiwts; The Law-makers were exclusively 
Men : — Men usually wish to marry women who are 
ytfunger than themselves: — Men commonly prefer 
mfbids to widows. A brother^s wife and an uncWa 
wife^ to be marriageable, must of course be widows ; 
and the latter is usually older than her correlative, a 
husband^ s nephew ; but this is not the case with a wif^s 
. sister or a wif^s niece. Had the Law-makers been 
• Women ^ — as ladies are wilUng to marry men older 
than themselves, and do not refuse widowers when they 
cannot get bachelors ; — ^the popular feeling in the legis- 
latures would probably have been in favour of all four 
of the exemptions, and would doubtless have required a 
brothers wife and an uncle's wife to. be placed \xi as 
high ground as a wife^s sister and a wife^s niece. This 
operation of female views and sympathies on our mar- 
riage-acts, would have brushed away seveial odious dis- 
tinctions-without-a-difference, would have made the stat- 
ute-books consistent with themselves, and woidd have 
put widows and widowers on a level. 

Since these innovations on the Law of incest, various 

marriages, long regarded as iucestuous, have become 

common. The instinctive horror, which the. bare 

thought of such connections once excited, tAs too exten- 

I sively given way to the sanction of law, and the tur- 

; bulence of passion. Those whose only standard of 

action jb the law of the land, and who regard every 

thing as right which is safe,-—ra, description, which in- 

xludes the vast majority of .every ccnnmunity,— have of 

course contracted them without a scruple. To such 

men, the marriage of a Vfif^s sister, if the wife have a 

younger sister; or, if not^ of b, wif^s niece, is the most 

convenient imaginable. A wif^s sister comes under 

the roof, and the parties are of course intimately ac« 
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qnainted, and often together. A present affisction k al* 
ready their duty ; and a future connection, under a change 
of circumstances, has become lawful. Conscience has . 
been laid by the statute, and no longer ^^ holds the h^art 
in chains against the seduction of beauty." Perhaps no 
situation can be imagined, where, ceteris paribus^ an 
embryo spark will so easily be struck, which at a conye-* 
nient time will be fenned into a flame. She is present,' 
also, at the critical moment; and, by her i^mpatliy and 
tenderness, quickens emotions of which she is appa- 
rently unconscious. 

" 'Tis but a kindred string to move 
For pity melts the soul to fore." — 

The bereaved family, and particularly the parties in 
question, who are now, defacto^ " the united head " of 
it, find themselves for a while — such are the customs of 
society — chiefly secluded from company; often alone 
together J solum mm, sold^ si non om>nibus horis, saltern 
vespertinis, quando solitudo, tenebrse, tristitia etiam, 
memoria, cupido — omnia flammis surgentibus feivent ; et 
citius fide, etiara noct^ silenti vix divulsos ; and thus 
with less and less reluctance constrained to depeiid on 
eacA other for all that solaces and sweetens life. Long 
before they are aware, they have become mutually ne- 
* cessary, and many months anterior to the time when the 
deposition of weeds is customary, they have made to each 
other a complete developement of what the actual state 
of things iSf as well as a satisfactory demonstration o£ 
what it is soon to jbe. No courtship is so easy as this : It 
begins, they know not, they are afiraid to know, when ; 
it is carried on, they know not, they are not willing to 
know, how ; it is completed, (all excepting the conclud- 
ii% ceremony,) very ofteuj without having been snuh 

6» 
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pected, even by those busy-bodies, who worm out and 
and publish every other affair of a similarnature. 

A few individuals, ^also^ possessing minds more en- 
lightened, and a morality more elevated, have given 
to the marriage in question the authority of their exam- 
.pie. A few have thrown around it " the sanctity of their 
lawn" a few have enveloped it in "the purity of their 
.ermine." Some of these, doubtless, have done it igno- 
rantly, or hastily ; while others have first investiga,ted its 
lawfulness and then have hesitatingly ventured. But 
the investigation has usually been commenced because 
the affections were fastened, and the purpose formed ; 
and of course has been pursued with less exemption fi-om 
prepossession and bias, than truth and fair-play would 
seem to require. The cool logic of (he intellect is at best 
a feeble advocate, when opposed by the warm rhetoric of 
the affections. While the head is umpire, reason and 
argument will usually carry the day; but when the 
heart is on the bench, a single impulse will put to flight 
a whole army of syllogisms. Still, decisions made in 
such a forum are not to be regarded as precedents^ or as 
entitled to all that authority which is allowed to ad- 
judged cases, in our courts of law. 

A few of the more enlightened, also, have, without 
this personal bias, arrived at the same conclusion. Some 
in this, as in all other cases of mere morality uncon- 
nected with loss and gain, have, without examination, 
taken the popular side of the question. "* Others, resolv- 
ing to throw off the shackles of prejudice and prescription, 
and aided bythe writings of unprincipled Europeans, have 
adopted loose and licentious notions respecting Marriage. 
Among these notions are the following :-^That marriage 
is not an institution of God, but a mere creature of muni- 
cipal law : — That the marriage-contract is merely a civil 






TBB LAW or INCB8T. 65 



contract ; Uable, like every other contract, to be varied, 
(Uasolved, an^J^ ^i^^wed, at the pleasure of the parties : — 
And that, }n enacting laws rjespeoting it, the Legislature 
is not bound to regasd the Law of God at all; but merely 
. its own views of the good of the state. 

The effect of these innovations on the Law of incest, 
Jias been, — to unsettle the minds of the community on 
the whole subject, to introduce a ky>se and vague scep- 
ticism with regard to the guilt of Incest in all cases 
whatsoever, and to leave a painful uncertainty, as to 
the actual extent of the alterations, to which the Original 
Law has been subjected. The people at large rarely 
consult the Statute-book. Few of them, so fer as my 
observation extends, appear to be aware, that inroads 
have been made cfpon the Law of incest by a legislative 
act; yet, perceiving that marriages are actually cele- 
brated, which are among those prohibited at the end of 
the Old Testament, they conclude that the Law of in- 
cest has grown obsolete. Knowing propinquity* to be 
the only ground and rule of Incest, they naturally place 
all marriages, where the degree of propinquity is the 
same, on a level. The consequence has been, that 
marriages, still pronounced incestuous by the Statute- 
book, have been extensively contracted. The parties 
have thus ignorantly exposed themselves to an infamous 
punishment, and their children to the. loss of their in- 
heritance, and to a disgraceful epithet under circum- 
stances peculiarly humbUng and painfull I have known 
two instances of marriage between an uncle and niecey 
and have heard of one between a half-brother and 
sister. So general, however, is the impression, that 
this uncertainty is fairly attributable to the Legislature, 

* By the -word profinqyity^ is intended neamest in generd: by ^^ 
finiU^f fuwmess 6y nunriag^ : and by com angujntly, fKomeft ^UooiL 
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and to the ^gzBg plight of the Statutes ; that Inoedt 
passes unnudested and unnoticed. Not. less general 
perhaps is the impression, that Incest, except between 
lineal relations, cannot be prosecuted to effect These 
fiicts should teach us to ^< leave off" the revisal of the - 
Law of Ood, " before it be meddled with." 

In investigating the subject of Incest, the Divine Law ^ 
is our only directory ; for that law alone is universally 
binding on the Human Race. If that law prohibitB 
Incest, it is a sio ; if it does not, it is innocent. 

The most natural and obvious mode of conducting 
this discussion, would be — simply to ascertain. What 
marriages are pronounced incestuous by the Scrip- 
tures. This course I would gladly take, were it possi- 
ble ; but those, who advocate innovations on the Ancient 
Law of incest, have supported their scheme by very dif- 
ferent arguments. Some of them contend that the in- 
cest, prohibited in the Scriptures, is merely incestuous 
fornication or adultery, and that no marriage can 
be incestuous ;— others, that consanguinity is the sole 
scriptural ground of Incest, and that it ciannot exist in 
any case of mere affinity ; — others, that the Levitical 
prohibitions were intended merely to preserve the natural 
supremacy of the husband /—others, that the Levitical 
Law prohibits marriage with certain women, while they 
are the unves of other men, but not after they become 
-widows ; — others, that the Law of Incest was either 
merely ceremonial, or merely the national law of Israel, 
and in neither case binding on us ; — others, that Incest 
is merely a positive offence, and therefore not a crime in 
its own nature ; — others, that we are subject to no Law 
of Incest whatever, but that all marriages are lawful ; — 
othersi that marriage with a wif^s sister is authorized 
in the Scriptures, and is in itsdf particularly proper ;-* 
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and others, that it is. in vain to amend the laws of any 
one State, and leave those of the other States as they are. 

The subject is, however, of so much intrinsic im- 
portance, as to justify any length of discussion, which 
it fairly involves. If Incest be ijow a sin, it is unques- 
tionably a sin of no light magnitude. It. was one of 
nine crimes, for which the Canaanites were exterminated, 
and for which the Israelites were threatened with ex- 
termination. Under the Levitical Law, those guilty of 
it were punished with death. Few sias are spoken of 
in the Scriptures as equally offensive to the eye of God. 
If then it be now a sin, and if many of the marriages 
now customary in this country are incestuous ; it is most 
desirable that its guilt and danger should be fully ex- 
posed ; and the degrees, within which marriage is pro- 
hibited, exactly ascertaiped. 

The whole discussion involves but Two duestions : 
'— What was the Levitical Law of Incest ? — Is that 
Law binding on us ?, 

I. What was the Levitical Law op In- 
cest 1 

The answer to this question wiU lead us to consider, 

I. The various Sections of the Law itself. 

The following is the whole Law of Incest, as pro- 
mulgated to tl\e Israelites.* 

Lev. xviii. 6. None of you shall approach to any,, 
that are near of kin to him : I am the Lord. 

7. The nakedness of thy &ther, or the nakedness of 
thy mother, shalt thou not uncover : she is thy mother : 
thou shalt not uncover her nakedness. 

* The examination of Leviticus xviii 18, n^ill be pursued, immedi- 
ately after the Levitical Law of Ineest has been settled. 
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8. The nakedoesa of thy fiUheFd wife, shalt thoa not 
uncover : it is thy fether's nakedness. 

9. The nakedness of thy sister, the daughter of thy 
fitther, or the daughter of thy mother, whether she be 
bom at home or abroad, even their nakedness thou shalt 
not uncover. 

10. The nakedness of thy son's daughter, or of thy 
daughter's daughter, their nakedness thou shalt not un 
cover : lor theirs is thine own nakedness. 

11. The nakedness of thy fether's wife's daughter ; 
begotten of thy father, she is thy sister : thou shalt not 
uncover her nakedness. 

12. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy 
fitther^s sister : she is thy Other's near kinswoman. 

13. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy 
mother's sister : she is thy mother's near kinswoman. 

14. Tl^u shalt not uncover Ihe nakedness of thy 
fiither's brother : thou shalt not approach to his wife : 
she is thy aunt. 

, 15. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy 
daughter-in-law : she is thy son's wife : thou shalt not 
uncover her nakedness. 

16. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedneess of thy 
brother's wife : it is thy brother's nakedness. 

17. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of a wo- 
man and her daughter ; neither shalt thou take her 
son's daughter, or her daughter's daughter, to uncover 
her nakedness : for they are her near kinswomen : it is 
wickedness. 

29. For whosoever shall commit any of ttese abomi- 
nations, even the souls that commit them shall be cut 
off fix>m among their peq[)le. 

Leviticus xx. 11. And the man, that lieth with his 
fiuher's wife, hath uncovered his fiuher^s nakedness: 
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both of tbem shall surely be put to death : their Uood 

shall be upon them. 

12.. And if a man shall lie with his daughter-in-law ; 

both of them shall surely be put to death : they have 

wrought confusion : their blood shall be upon them. 

14. And if a man take a wife and her mother ; it is 
wickedness : they shall be burnt with fire, both he and 
they : that there be no wickedness among you. 

17. And if a man shall take his sister, his father's 
daughter, or his mother's daughter, and see her naked- 
ness, and she see his nakedness, it is a wicked thing, 
and they shall be cut off in the sight of their people : 
he hath uncovered his sister's nakedness : he shall bear 
his iniquity. 

19. And thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy 
mother's sister, nor of thy father's sister : for he un- 
covereth his near kin ; they shall bear their iniquity. 

20. And if a man shall lie with his uncle's wife, he 
hath uncovered his uncle's nakedness : tbey shall bear 
their sin : they shall die childless. ^ 

21. And if a man shall take his brother's wife, it is 
an unclean thing : he hath uncovered his brother's 
nakedness : they shall be childkss. 

Deut. xxii. 30. A man shall not take his father's 
wife, nor discover his £sither's skirt. 

Deut. xxvii. 20. Cursed be he, that lieth with his 
father's wife, because he uncovereth his father's skirt. 

22. Cursed be he, that lieth with his sister, the 
daughter of his father, or the daughter of his mother. 

23. Cursed be he, that lieth with his mother-in-law. 
Having thus recited all the various Sections of the 

Levitical Law of Incest, we are led, in answering the 
question, What was that Law 1 to consider. 
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II. The PRiNcrPLEB, on which the Law <»^* 
Incest is to be interpreted. 

As these have occasioned much coDtroversy, and need 
to be settled, we shall examine some of them at length. 

I. The Intercom'se here prohibited is Sexual Inter- 
course. 

This will doubtless be admitted. If not ; the phrases 
used in the Law to explain it : To approach to — To 
uncover the nakedness — To take, and — To lie with : 
place this point beyond controversy. 

II. The Four Phrases used to designate this Inter- 
com'se have one and the same meaning. This too will 
probably be conceded ; but, if not, the proof is at hand. 
The first three of the phrases occur in Lev. xviii. ; the 
last three in Lev. xx. ; the second and third in Deut. 
xxii. ; the second and fourth in Deut. xxvii. 

In Lev. xviii. 6, which is the General Summary of 
all the particular prohibitions, the prohibited intercourse 
is pointed out by the phrase — to approach to. In the 
particular prohibitions following, all included in the Gen- 
eral Summary, this prohibited intercourse is pointed out 
by the phrases — to uncover the nakedness, to take, and to 
lie with. The first phrase therefore has the same mean- 
ing with each of the other three ; and they of course 
with each other. Again ; in Leviticus xviii. 14, the 
phrase — to uncover the nakedness is explained by the 
phrase to approach to ; in Lev. xx. 11, by the phrase — 
to lie with ; and in Lev. xx. 21, by the phrase to take. 
These four phrases then, as used in this Law, have the 
same identical meaning'. 

iir. The Sexual Intercourse, here prohibited, is every 
kind of sexual intercourse ; but especially that of mar- 
riage. 

1 his will be evident from the following considerations : 
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1. From the Direct Meaning of the phrases employed 
to describe it. There is obvioudy nothing in either, 

. which limits its application to fornication and adultery, 
rather than to marriage. Thus the man, who has cod<> 
jugal intercourae with his sister, or his brother^s wife, as 
fully and inevitably approaches to her, takes her, 
uncovers her nakedness^ and lies with her, as the man, 
who comniits fornication or adultery with her. The 
very terms of the prohibition, therefore, include every 
species of Sexual Intercourse. 

2. From tlie Use of these phrases in the Scriptures at 
large. 

(1 .) To approach to^ occurs no where but in Lev. xviiL 
6 and 14 ; both of which are now under discussion. 

(2.) To uncover the nakedness^ is used in three 
instances, to denote conjugal intercourse, Lev. xviii. 18, 
1 Sam. XX. 30, and Isaiah ivii. 8. In two instances, it 
refers to unlawful intercourse, Ezek. xvi. 36, and Ezek. 
zxiii. 18. The phrase is therefore general. 

(3.) To take, in Hebrew n07, when connected with 
n1D?^» a woman, is the appropriate Hebrew phrase for 
to marry a wife. To take, used absolutely, denotes 
the same thing : Gen. xxxiv. 9, 16, " And take our 
daughters unto you : — and we will take your daughters 
unto us." Deut. xx. 7, " Hath betrothed a wife, and 
hath not taken her." 1 Chron. xxii. 22, " And their 
brethren the sons of Kish took them." The instances 
of this kind are numberless. The only apparent excep- 
tion to this use is in Ezek. xvi. 32, " But as a wife that 
committeth adultery, that taketh strangers instead of her 
husband." Here however, to take, is used with refer- 
ence to its connection with her husband, (that taketh 
not her husband, but strangers,) and not indepen- 

denUy of its reference to marriage. The phrase to take^ 

6 
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therefore, is in all instances used with reference to mar- 
riage, and in all but one denotes to marry. 

4. To lie with denotes every, species of sexual inter- 
course: 

(1.) Marriage^ Gen. xxx. 16, 16, Num. v. 20, 2 
Sam. xi. 11. 

(2.) Fornicationy Exod. xxii. 16, Deut. xxii. 23, 28. 

(3.) Adultery^ Gen. xxxix. 7, Lev. xviii. 20, Num. 
V. 20. 

(4.) Rape^ Deut. xxii. 25, 2 Sam. xiii. 14. 

(6.) Incestj Gen. xix. 32, 34. 

(6.) Sodomy, Lev. xviii. 22, Lev. xx. 16. 

(7.) Bestiality, Lev. xviii. 23, Lev. xx. 16. 

(8.) Intercourse generally, I-iev. xv., passim., 
Judges xxi. 11. 

When used without any thing, in the phraseology or 
the story, to qualify or limit its meaning, this phrase Is 
always general : denoting any and every species of 
sexual intercourse. 

From the scriptural use of these four phrases, there- 
fore, it is evident, that these prohibitions are not limited 
to incestuous /ornica^ion or adultery, but include m^ar- 
riage also ; and from the use of the phrase to take, it is 
clear that incestuous marriage is the intercourse especially 
prohibited ; the declared unlawfulness of that, involving 
of course, and a fortiori, the unlawfulness of incestu- 
ous fornication and adultery. 

3. Froin the Meaning of those phrases in the Law 
itself. 

Lev. xviii. 1 8, Neither shalt thou take a wife to her 
sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness beside the 
other, in her Ufe-time.* 

17, Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of a 

* Those whom I oppose insist that this is a part of the Law of incest. 
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woman and her daughter : neither shalt thou take her 
son's daughter, or her daughter's daughter, to uncover 
her nakedness ; for they are her near kinswomen : it is 
wickedness. 

Lev. XX. 14, And if a man take a wife and her 
mother it is wickedness. 

Tiie first of these passages has received two different 
interpretations : both agreeing that the prohibited inter- 
course is Marriage : but the one, regarding the pas- 
sage as prohibiting Polygamy^ and the other, Incest. 
The first of these interpretations is. If thou hast a 
wife, thou shalt not marry another vnfe until after 
her deaths but then thou mayest^ The second inter- 
pretation is, If thou hast a wife, thou shalt not marry 
her sister until after her death for it will vex her ; 
although thou may est m,arry another wom,an,for that 
will not vex her ; and after her death her sister also. 
Now if the intercourse here forbidden is not marriage, 
but fornication or adultery ; then the prohibition, accord- 
ing to the first interpretation, will read thus, If thou 
hast (xmrniitted fornication l>r adultery with one 
wom,an^ thou shalt not afterwards com/mit fomicch 
turn or adtdtery with another woman, during her 
life-time, for it will vex her ; but after her death thou 
mayest. This rule would precisely accommodate Mod- 
ern Italy. According to the second interpretation, it 
will read thus, If thou hast com/mitted fornication or 
adultery with one woman, thou shalt not com/mit for^^ 
nication or adultery with her sister, until, after her 
death, for it will vex her, although thou may- 
est commit for?iication or adultery unth a woman, 
who is not her sister, for thai will not vex her ; and, 
after her death, with her sister also, 

ThQ secoad of these passages, on the suppodtion that 
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viarriage is not here prohibited, will read thus, If thmi 
host, cflmmiUed fomicatwn or adultery with a 
icoman, thcu shalt not afterwards commit either with 
her daughter^ or her grand-daughter : for they are 
her fiear kinswomen*. 

The third of these passages, on the same supposition, 
will read thus. And if a man shall commit fornication 
or adultery with a. woman and her mother ^ it is wick- 
miness. 

A construction, involving these consequences, will not 
be seriously contended for, as a valid construction of a 
law of God. 

4. From the Liangtiage of one Section of the Law, 
compared with the Language of a subsequent Statute, 
partially and conditionally repealing it 

The Section, of the Law here referred to is Lev. xx. 21, 
'' And if a man shall take his brother's wife, it is an 
unclean thing." The partially and conditionally repeal- 
ing Statute is in Deut. xxv. 5, 10. It was made with a 
qpecial reference to the Levitical law of genealogies and 
descents. It directs a man, in the given circumstances, 
" to go in unto the wife of his deceased brother, and 
UB^e her to him to wife f and then says, " And if he 
Uke not to take his brother's wife," Ac. To take, and 
to take to wife, in the Repealing statute, then have 
One meaning \ and no one will deny that to take has the 
mme meaning, both in the Enacting, and Repealing, 
statutes. It means therefore to take to wife, in both. 

5. Ptom the Interpretatiim always put upon these 
phraseS) by th^' Israelites. Throughout the whole of 
their history, so &r as that history is recorded, the Israr 
^ites uniformly regarded the fN-ohihition as a prohibiticm 

* of marriage. I'hey were certainly not inclined to wm'ks 
itf supererogation, and doubtless may ber^rdedasbest 
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acquainted with the drift of their own laws, and as the 
best inteqN-eters of their language. 

6. From the Interpretation always put upon thess 
phretses by Christian churches and governments. They 
have uniformly regarded this prohibition as a prohibi- 
tion of Marriage. — We have thus a uniform construc- 
tion of the law for more than three thousand years. 

7. If this prohibition be not a prohibition of incestuous 
Marriage, no marriages are incestuous ; because none are 
prohibited, except by this law. Of course it is lawful to mar-> 
ry a mother^ or daughter ^ a sister or grand-daughter. 
And as Polygamy was, in the viewof those whom I oppose, 
lawful in Israel, an IsraeUte might lawfully have had his 
grand-mothers and mother, and daughters, and sisters, 
and grand-daughters as his wives, at the same time. 

8. If marriage, between p^sons within the speci- 
fied degrees, is not unlawful; then fornication, between 
persons within those degrees, is not more unlawful, than 
between strangers. By the Levitical law, the man, 
guilty of fornication with a womait not near of kin to 
him, was compelled to marry her, provided her father 
wished it ; but, if not, he was obliged to pay to the 
father a sum of money, equal to what her marriage-por- 
tion would by law have been. By the Law of incest, 
fornication with one near of kin, for example with a 
sister, was punished with death. I then ask, why is 
fornication with a sister more criminal than with a 
stranger, if^ marriage with. a sister is as lawful as with a 
stranger ? It is not owing to difference of propinqui- 
ity ; for it is identically the same in marriage, as in fx- 
nication. It is not owing to the &ct, that there is sex- 
ual intercourse between a brother and sister ; for that 
exists in both cases. Neither is it owing to the fact that 

i)xe intercourse ia fornication ; for it is as truely and as 

6* 
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folly so with a Btranger, as with a BUtet; IndeBiuoii 
fiHrnicatioD in itself, therefinre) inydTeB no more iurpi^ 
tede' than that between strang«i«« 

But it will be said that, although the fornication in 
the two cases was equally criminal, yet a severer punish- 
ment was necessary for that irhich was incestuous) to 
prevent the continual occurrence of it in femilies. 

This account of the subject is wholly inconsistent 
with the Language of the Law. The intercouse with 
a sister, as well as with every other kinswoman, prohi- 
bited in the law, is called '^ a wickedness/' '^ an abomi- 
nation," ^^ an abominable custom ; " and is spoken of as 
one of the crimes, for which the land of Canaan vomited 
out its inhabitants. But this is not said of ordinary for- 
nication. 

In incestuous fornicationj also, detection was almost 
of course certain, whereas in incestuous adultery it was 
eacceedingly difficult; yet the punishment of adultery^ 
whether incestuous or ordinary, was equally severe; 
while that of fornication^ if incestuous, was deatb, and 
only a fine, if it was not incestuous. This immense 
difference could not have existed, in two cases of equal 
oriminaUty, where detection trode cioeely on the heels 
of transgression^ 

The scheme alleged, alsoj would have been wholly 
incomplete. The language of the Law of incest, thus 
interpreted, was : You may marry yinir sister^ yinut 
daughter, or your mother, as innocently as a strand 
ger. If you commit fornication with a stranger^ 
you shall be fined. Pomication with your sister, or 
with those near of kin, is no more criiHtnal than 
"With a stranger ; yet there is greater danger thai 
you wiU commit it. Therefore, if you do, you shall 
be put to dto^Ai*— No law,^ cqpeaking such a language^ 
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could posflibly answer its object. Let the consciences of 
men be once satisfied, that sexual intercourse, as sticky 
with their nearest connections, is no more criminal 
than with strangers; and incest will become equally 
common with fornication and adultery. No matter 
what laws are made, or what punishments threatened ; 
if you remove the consciousness of deep criminatity, you 
also remove, under any government not completely des-> 
potic, the possibility, and the dread, of punishment ; for 
it is only the enormous guilt of particular crimes, which 
leaves the human conscience satisfied, when exemplary 
punishment is inflicted. 

Why is not the crime of Incest noW prevalent? Why 
are our houses pure, and our families innocent ? It is 
because the Law of God has placed a guard against the 
human passions^ in that strong sense of guilt, in that 
instinctive horror at the bare thought of sexual inters 
course with our near connections, which is impressed on 
our minds with the force of a second nature. ^' This 
restraint breaks down every propensity to incestuous 
commerce, and stifles those inclinations, which nature 
for wise purposes has implanted in our breasts, at the 
approach of the other sex. It holds the mind in chains 
against the seductions of beauty. It is a moral feelidg^ 
in perpetual exposition to human infirmity. It is like 
an angel from heaven, placed to guard us against pro- 
pensities that are evil. It is that warning voice, which 
enables you to embrace your daughter, however lovely, 
without feeling that she is of a difierent sex. It is that 
whi^h enables you, in the same manner, to live femil- 
iaily with your nearest female relations, without those 
desires which are natural to man."* Iftemove this sense 

* Lord Enddne. 
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of guilt, aod fiptmilies ai£ dissolved. Children, instead 
of finding a perpetual home under the parental roof, 
would at an early age be banished from its threshold* 
The sister could not approach her brother without .fear 
of impurity. The father would find a rival in every 
son ; and the mother, in every daughter. 

9. If the Law of incest did not forbid incestuous mar- 
riage, it was useless. 

The Israelites had two general laws, forbidding for^ 
nication and adultery in all cases — as well with stran^ 
gers as with relations. What necessity then was there 
of particular statutes, forbidding them with relatives. 
It may be said that the punishment of these oflences, 
when incestuous, is more severe. But this is not true 
of adultery. When, therefore, it is said, Leviticus xx. 
11, <'He that committeth adultery with his neighbour's 
wife, the adulterer and the adulteress shall surely be put 
to death ;"— why add, " And the man that lieth with 
his father's wife, both of them shall surely be put to 
death ;" as well as numerous sections of a similar cha- 
racter ; if the latter be mere prohibitions of adultery. 
What would be thought of the wisdom of a legislature, 
which should enact a similar statute with regard to any 
other crime : for example, that of Horse-stealing : — 
<' He, who steals the horse of any person, shall be im- 
prisoned three years. — ^He, who steals his Other's horse, 
shall be imprisoned three years.-— ^He, who steals his 
brother's horse, shall be imprisoned three years. — He, 
who steals the horse of his father's brother, shall be im- 
prisoned three years : " — and so on, through a succession of 
thirty-three relatives ? Is it not, then, equal folly to enact, 
with regard to adultery — <' He, who commits adultery 
with any woman, shall be put to death.— He, who com- 
mits adultery with his mother, shall be put to death. — 
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He, who commits adultery with, bis Hroth^r's wife, shall 
be put to death. — He, whb commits* adultery with his 
Other's brother's wife, shall be put to death," — and so 
on through aa equal succession ? 

10. If the Law of incest, did not prohibit incestuous 
Marriages, its only effect was to weaken the force of the 
General Statute respecting adultery. Every thing is 
lawful, which is not prohibited by some law ; and every 
thing is lawful, so £sir as a given law is concerned, 
which that law does not prohibit. And the more par- 
ticular and circumstantial the terms of a penal law are, 
as the prohibition of the given olSence is less general, so 
the stronger is the impUcation that the conduct under 
different circumstancs is lawful. A law, forbidding for- 
nication with females under twenty years of age^ and 
assigning their age as the ground of the prohibition, 
would give rise to a strong implication, that with those 
who were older it was lawful. 

The bare recitation of several of the prohibitions in 
question, altered to adapt them to the scheme which, I 
oppose, will set the subject in a convincing light. 

None of you shall commit adultery with any that are 
near of kin to him. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery with thy mother ; for 
she }A thy mother: thou shalt not commit adultery with 
her. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery with thine uncle's 
wife ; for she is thine aunt. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery with thy daughter- 
in-law ; for she is thy son's wife. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery with thy brother's 
wife ; for she is thy brother's wife. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery with a woman and 
ber si^^i during her life^time. 
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Thou shall not commit adultery with a woman and 
her daughter, nor with her grand-draghter ; for they are 
her near kinswomen. 

And if a man commit adultery with a woman and her 
mother, it is wickedness. 

Who does not see, from bare inspection, that the 
limitation of the prohibition to these cases of propinquity, 
with the regular assignment of the propinquity, in each 
case, as the reason why the connection is wrong, and 
why it is prohibited, carries with it to the mind an al- 
most irresistible implication, that where propinquity did 
not exist, such connection was lawfuL Is any one 
ready to charge such a mode of legislation on God ? 

11. The Law of incest, estabUshed in the Koran, fur- 
nishes a striking commentary upon the gross licentious- 
ness of the opposite interpretation. Mohammed had 
the Arabic Translation of the Old Testament, and often 
made use of it in writing the Koran. In the fourth 
chapter of that work, he says, " Marry not women* 
whom y&ar fathers have had to wife, for this is un- 
deanness, and an abomination, and an evil way. 
Ye are forbidden -to marry your mothers^ and your 
daughters, and your sisters, and your aunts both on 
the. father's and on the mother's side, and your bro- 
ther's daughters, and your sister^s daughters, and 
your taives^ mothers, and your daughters-in-law, 
and the wives of your sons, and ye are also forbidden 
to take to wife two sisters J^^ This, as far as it ex* 

* As Mahoromed was legislating for polygamists, be mentions each 
female relative in the plur&l. 

t It might be well for the Legislature of New*York to compare this 
X^aw of Mohammed with their own Law of incest of Jan. 1st, 1830. 
The Law of Mohammed forbids a man to marry not only his lineal fo- 
malo relatires, both ascending and descending, but his ti^Ur, his miaU 
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tends, is substantially a repetition of the Levitical Law 
of incest, accommodated, however, to a state of polyga- 
my, and is in terms a prohibition of incestuous mar*- 
riage. It will not be contended that Mohammed was 
influenced by any violent bigotry against licentiousness. 
Yet he had too much integrity to foist such an inter- 
pretation, as that which I am opposing, on the Old Tes- 
tament, and too much purity to enact such a law, as 
that which is here charged on the Law-giver of 
Israel. 

I have been led to discuss this point, at greater length 
than some of my readers may regard as necessary, be- 
cause the advocates for one of the marriages long con- 
sidered unlawful, when driven from a few of their first 
positions, resort usually to this — that no marriage is 
incestuous ; — and the most discerning of their number 

and his nitct — relations by consanguinity — and his/at Aer'« wt/e, his wi/e'j 
mother, his toife^s aisteVf his wi/e'f daughter, and his son's wife — relations 
by affinity ; whereas the law of New- York forbids him to marry none 
bat his lineal female relatives and his sister. It is worthy of observa- 
tion, also, that Cicero, (Orat. pro Cluentio,) speaking of the mother of 
Cluentius, thus characterizes her marriage with her son-in'law : " O 
mulieris scelus incredibile, et praeter hanc unam in omni vita inaudi- 
tum !" Is it not passing strange that a CAmfion Legislature, in its mar- 
riage-laws, should have exhibited a degree of licentiousness, of which 
the licentious prophet of Arabia would have been ashamed ; and should 
have sanctioned numerous marriages, one of which — that with a toife*s 
mother, — the Roman Orator, himself a Heathen, pronounces "anincre' 
dibit wickedness, untU then unknown,*^ Are the good people of the 
State of New- York generally aware that, in their State, it is lawful for 
a man to marry his aunt and his niece, by blood ; as well as his father^a 
wife, his son's toife, his wife's mother, his wife*s daughter, and his wife's 
sister : all forbidden even by Mohammed, and several of them by the 
laws of Heathen Rome ? Has the possession of the Bible carried us 
downward, on the scale of moral elevation, far below the footing of 
Mohammed and his followers, and 'even below that occupied by the 
more decent Heathens, and left utf almost on the level of the ancient 
Canaanites. 
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take this poeition in the .outsets The evidence actually 
exhibited will, I flatter myself, satisfy every reader, that 
the Law of incest as certainly forbad marriage^ between 
the various correlatives whom it mentions, as every other 
species of sexual interoourse. 

IT. The Ground of Incest in the Levitical Law is as 
truly Affinity^ as Consanguinity/ 

To those, who have read that Law, an apology seems 
due, for attempting to prove so plain a point. Yet, in 
most discussions of this subject^ it is denied. If, then, 
the reader will turn back to the Law itself, he will see 
that the marriages prohibited in Lev. xviii. 8, 14, 15, 
16, and 17; Lev. xx. 11, 12, 14, 20, and 21 ; Deut. 
xxii. 30 ; and Deut. xxvii, 20, 23 ; are every onfe of 
them, cases of affinity. Under a subsequent head, I 
have examined at length what marriages are forbidden 
by the Law of incest. It will there be found that of 
the marriages expressly forbidden, ^ia: are cases of con- 
sanguinity, and eleven of affinity. 

But it has been objected that the Punishment, de- 
nounced against incestuous marriages in cases of affin- 
ity, is less severe, than in cases of consanguinity , and 
of course^ that the guilt is less. Until it could be shown 
that we have a right to incur some degree of guilt ; this 
objection, if it were true, would not be regarded as valid. 
But it is wholly untrue. In Leviticus xviii. seventeen 
express cases of Incest are enumerated; including 
eleven of affinity, and six of consanguinity : together 
with the crimes of polygamy, (as we suppose,) unclean- 
ness, adultery, sodomy, bestiality and idolatry. After 
this enumeration, the Divine Lawgiver announces his 
own views of all these crimes without discrimination^ in 
the following remarkable language: <' Defile not ye 
yourselves in any of these tl^gs ; for in all these^the 
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^nations were defilcyty which I cast out before yon. And 
the land k defiled f* therefore do I visit the imqtiity 
thereof upon it, and the land itself vomiteth out her in- 
habitants. Ye sha&, thereSore^ keep my statuteS and 
my judgments, and shaU Aot commit ant/ of these 
abominations ; neither any of your awn naiiony nor 
any stranger that sojoitrnetk among- you ; that the 
land spue not ycm otit tdd&, when ye defile it, as it 
spued out the nations th^t were before you !" — This 
language is apj^lied Xo.all the crimes recited above with- 
out distinction, — ^tp incest, as trfily as the rest, and to 
the eleven cases of affinity^ as truly as to the six of can- 
; sangninity. Let us now he^lr the Punishment de- 
nounced against them all :— " For whosoever shall com- 
mit any of these abominations, even the souls that com- 
mit them, shall be cot 6S from among their people. 
Therefore shall ye keep' mine ordinance, that ye com- 
mit not any of these abominable customs, which were 
cofamitted before you, and that ye defile not yourselves 
therein : I am the Lord your God."— Death, then, is 
here threatened in every case of Incest : ?is well of 
affinity^ as of consanguinity. No langu^e could be 
more explicit or universal ; none could n^re strongly 
indicate supreme loathing and abhorrenc(Ejr 

The 20th chapter of Leviticus enumerates the crimes 
just recited ; and among others eleven express cases of 
Incest: seven of affinity,' and /ot«r of consanguinity. 
In this chapter, the Punishment of these crimes is de- 
nounced) not in oiie general threatening at the close, 
but against each individual crime as it is mentioned. 
In tti>o of consanguinity, and Jive of affinity, death is 
threatened in so many words. In two of consanguinity 
— with a father* s sister, and a mother* s sister— ii is 
said, " they shall bear their iniquity /' which uniformly 

7 
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denotes they shall bear its punMfnent, whieh we 
have seen was death. In one of affinity — with an 
uncle's wife, it is said, " they shall bear their sin, they 
shall die childless" In the other of affinity — with a 
brother^s wife — ^it is said, " It is an unclean thing, 
they shall be childless" 

It is insisted that, in these two cases, the Punishment 
was not Death, but Perpetual Sterility ; and, in sup- 
port of this position, the following singular course of 
argumentation has been pursued : — " Suppose 'one of 
the offending parties, the man for instance, to have been 
previously married, and to have had children ; If 
the threatening, that the offending parties should die 
childless, meant, that they should be capitally punished, 
then, in order that the threatening might be executed, 
the children must have been put to death before their 
parents. Can it then be, that the lives of the innocent 
children of the former marriage were to be shortened, 
because the ^Either had committed incest ?" — The diffi- 
culty with this argument is. that it may be made to 
recoil upon him who uses it. As the Hves of the sup- 
posed children of an imagined previous marriage were 
not to be shortened, they would of course live out their 
natural lives ; and as the parents were to die childless, 
they of course were destined to outlive these children, 
as well as those of the second marriage. But children, 
usually and in the order of nature, outlive their parents. 
The lives of the parents thus offending were therefore 
to be protra^cted to a very unusual length. Of course 
the threatening, " they shall die childless," was merely 
a threatening, " that their days should be very long, 
in the land, which the Lord their G(Jd had given them !" 
To say the least, this was a new, and to most offenders 
must have been a very popular, punishment ; and Paul's 
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nmea]gi relative to the Fifth Commandment, if slightly 
varied> may be applied to these two Sections ot the Law,, 
with still stronger emphasis — That tbes« are the first 
and only Threaienings with jn^amlse. 

Thi& argument need not be finrther exposed. I will 
only add, that the punishment of Perpetual Sterility 
could not have been executed, without a constant standi 
ing miracle. — ^The real meaning of this threatening ]». 
obvious. The word " childless" has no reference to the. 
issue of any former marriage ; and the threatening 
means, that the (Ending parties shall be cut off imme- 
diately, before they have had time to procreate incestuous 
issue ; for^ in Leviticus xviii, it is said of those, who con- 
tract these two identical marriages, that ^' they shall be 
cut off from among their people." 

I will only add that Mohammed, as we have seen 
on a former page, as well as Heathen Rome, had too 
much principle, or too much decency, to confine their 
laws of incest to cases of consanguinity^ 

y. Where the Law of incest forbids marriage with 
the wife of an individual, it reaUy forbids it with his 
widow. 

There are four female connections expressly men- 
tioned in the law, as the wives of given individuals : a 
father^ s wife^ a son^s wife^ a brother^s wife^ and an 
uncle^s wife. It has been strenuously contended that, 
as the word wife is here used, and not widow, that wife 
and not widow is intended ; and of course that it was 
lawful to marry either of these connections, when they 
became widows. In support of this position k is said, 
that mere affinity is the sole ground of the several pro- 
hibitions, that the affinity ceases in each case with the 
life of the respective husband, and that the prohihitipa 
therefore ceases at his 4eath'. Thus, it is said that a 
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ttep-motker ceases to be related to faer step-son, as sooo 
as her husband is dead ; but why the propinquity then 
ceases, has not been explained. What, then, tet me 
ask, originally constituted that propinquity? Plainly 
the fact J that the father, — consensu citqiie concubitUj 
qui faciunt nuptias, — ^had consummated marriage 
with her. In the language of the law, she then became 
&ne flesh with him : or had his propinquity. As soon 
as this became a feet, the propihqility wks complete. 
But when this once became a fec^ it couU never be 
otherwise than a fact ; and of. course the foundation of 
the propinquity, between the step-mother and the step* 
son, could never cease. Neither the father's death, nor 
the subsequent marriage of the step mother, could affect 
it ; because neither could affect the pre-eanstent fact of 
their marriage, which was the foundation on which it 
rested. My sister does not lose the propkiquity which sha 
has in common with me, either at my father's death, or 
at her marriage ] because her propinquity is founded oo 
a pre-existeni fact, which can never cease to be a fact. 
The scriptural writers, in pointing out correlatives by 
affinity, in all cases use the word wife, and never th^ 
word widow, when they are actually speaking of a 
widow. Ruth iv. 5. " Buy it of Ruth, the wife of the 
dead."— 2 Sam. xii. 10. <' Thou hast taken the wife 
of Uriah.''— Mat. xxii. 25. « The first died, and left 
his wifeP — Acts v. 7. ** Ananias' wife, not knowing 
that her husband was dead." — Such was the common 
parlance of the Hebrews, the Greeks, and the Romans ; 
and such is that of the French, the Germans, the Span- 
iards, and the Italians, as well as of the English. In 
their versions of the scriptures, they never introduce the 
word widow in such cases. Nay, those with whom I 
contend have confessed, in a manner not to be g^iib 
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sayed, that this is the only fair construction of tjtie law ; 
for, in stating the question now in debate, they always 
ask, ^' Is it lawful for a man to marry his brother's wife^ 
and never his brother's widow; — ^'Is it lawful for a 
woman to marry her sister's husbaitdj^ and never, her 
sister's midower. 

The language of Statutes is chosen with great exact* 
ness ; yet no law of incest, probably, can be found in 
any statute-book, in which marriage is prohibited wkh 
a father's widmo^ a brother's widow, &c» But th6 
language uniformly is <<a Other's wife," <'a brolhcir's 
wife.^ The other phraseology is rarely if ever used^ 
except when logical precision is necessary. 

If the construction which I oppose be correct, the Law 
of incest, in prohibiting marriage with a Other's toife^ a 
brother's wife^ an unde's wife, and a son's wife, merely 
prohibited polygamy on the part of the women in ques- 
tion ; i. e. prohibited them from having the two hn^ 
hands specified at the same time, and assigned the pnK 
pinquity of the two men, as the reason why it was vnk- 
lawful. I will barely ask the reader, therefore, whether 
the prohibition — " Thou shalt not marry thy &tber'it 
wife" — means — Thou and thy father shail n&t be hu^, 
bands of the same woman at once, because ye are near 
•fkin 7 — If it does ; then two men, not near of kin^ 
might be her husbands at once. If it does not ; then the 
Law of incest forbids marriage with a wife, a^ a widow. 

It ought also to be observed, that this palpable mis- 
take, if it ever existed except in the mind of a caviller, 
grew probably out of the manner, in which these various 
phrases are rendered in the English Version. The 
Hebrews usuaUy express the given correlatives by 
phrases corresponding to father^s wife, son^s wife, 
uncles wife, and br other* s wife ; and our translators 
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have generally given a literal version of those phrases* 
Had they been uniformly rendered atep-fnother^ daugh' 
ier-in-law, aunt-inlaw, and sister-in-law y neither the 
mistake nor the cavil probably would have originated. 

I will barely add that Mohammed, in constructing 
his laws of marriage and incest, was not gross enough 
in his Ucentiousness to avow the principle, which I am 
now opposing ; and that the Greeks and Romans, and 
almost all other Heathen nations, not excepting even 
the Canaanites, had too much decency to adopt it. 
' TI. The Law of incest was not made to preserve the 
Supremacy of husbands j and the Suhordination of 
wives. 

It is said that, by the laws of both God and nature, 
the husband is, and ought to be, the head of the family } 
and a direct reference is made to Ephes. v. 23, '^ For 
the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is 
the head of the church." — That this is sound law, and 
sound orthodoxy, no man wiU deny. Indeed most 
women profess to admit it in the abstract ; and nothing 
^1 the concrete, no prescription derived from any pre- 
vailing practice, however ancient or however general, 
can be allowed to unsettle acknowledged principles. 

It is contended that the Law of incest k made 
in exact conformity with this design ; that it forlnds 
those marriages, in which the husband is naturally 
the younger, and in grade of generation the inferior^ 
party; while it allows those, in which his age and 
standing are superior. Thus, it is said that marriage 
is forbidden witli a mother, with an aunt, and with an 
uncles wife ; while marriage with a daughter, with a 
niece, with a nephew^s wife, and with a wife^s niece is 
not forbidden. 

Those, who have advanced this argument, have ex- 
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litnined the Law of incest, just as far as suited their own 
purposes, and no further. It is true, that marriage is 
expressly prohibited between a son and a mother^ a 
nephew and an aunt, and that it is not expressly pro- 
hibited between a father and a dmxghter^ an uncle 
and a niece. It is also true, that marriage is expressly 
prohibited with an uncle^s wife ; while it is not ex- 
pressly prohibited with a nephevfs wife^ or with a wif^s 
niece. But it is also true, that It is not expressly pro- 
faibited with a wife^s aunL Yet surely a man is as 
absolutely one generation younger than his wife^s anntj 

* It has indeed been supposed by some persons, that marriage be- 
tween a father and a daughter is expressly forbidden in Leviticus zviiL 
7. *' The nakedness of thy father, or the nakedness of thy mother, 
shalt thou not uncover : she is thy mother, thou shaH not uncover her 
nakedness." — To this it is answered, 1. That the last clause, which is 
explanatory of the first, clearly confines the prohibition to incest with 
a mother, 2. That all the directions in the Law of incest are ad- 
dressed to mefij and in no one instance to women f and of course that, 
if it had been the intention td ^ive an express prohibition of marriage 
between father and daughitr^ in this verse, the direction would have 
been addressed to & father not to uncover the nakedness of his daughter, 
as it is, in a subsequent verse, to a brother not to uncover the naked- 
ness of his sister. The bare suggestion, that a daughter should pro- 
ceed to uncover the nakedness of her father, is unnatural and mon- 
strous, and no such prohibition could have been needed. 3. The scrip- 
tures no where, not even in the case of the daughters of Lot, speak of 
a toofRsn as uncovering the nakedness of a man. 4. To uncover the 
nakedness of a man, when the act is not his own, denotes uniformly to 
nncaoer the nakedness of his wife. See particularly Lev. zviii. 8, 14, 16, 
and Lev. zx. 11, 20, and 21. 5. In the Law itself, we are taught ex- 
plicitly, in two passages, what the phrase, the nakedness of thy father, 
actually denotes : Lev. xx. 1 1. " The man that lieth with his falher*s 
Moife, hath uncovered his father's na(edneM."^Lev. xv^ 8. " The 
nakedness of thy father's wife, shalt thou not uncoyer: it ia thy faiher*s 
nakedness,''^ — These reasons have convinced me that Lev. xviii. 7, is 
addresssd only to a son, forbidding him to marry his mother; and that 
the connective ^, rendered or, ought to be rendered here, as in many 
other cases, l^ namely, that is, or to wiL 
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as he is than his uncle^s wife. Here, then, in the very 
class of relations, on which the objector had his eye in 
forming his theory, — collaterals of the second degree by 
affinity, — we find a case, which completely oversets that 
theory. 

Agaki. Marriage is expressly forbidden with sl grand- 
daughter, but it is not expressly forbidden with a gravid- 
mother.'* A grand-mother is two generations older 

than her grandsmi ; so that the danger of subverting 
the marital prerogative would have been extreme. But in 
the case of a grarid-father dLtid grand-daughter, where 
the chance of maintaining that prerogative would have 
been the highest possible, if superiority of age could 
have maintained it, there is an express prohibition. 

Again. Marriage is expressly prohibited with a wife's 
daughter, with a san!s wife, and with a wife's grand* 
daughter ; in each of which the husband would have 
the advantage, by one or two generations of priority ; 
and yet it is not expressly prohibited with a grandfa- 
ther's wife ; in which he would be placed under a double 
disadvantage. It is not true, therefore, that it was the 
grand design of the Law of incest to prohibit those mar- 
riages <MiIy, which, through the inferiority of his age and 
standing, would jeopard the husband's right, to be the 
head of the family. Husbands, I admit, have been toiling, 
for many a weary century, to carry this point without suc- 
cess. But it will not do, to subvert the Law of incest, in 
order to prevent conjugal usurpation, and the consequent- 
subversion of family order. In this, as in all practical 
cases, the Scriptures point out the path of duty so clearly, 
that she who runs may read : — " Wives submit yourselves 

* Let it not be said that such a prohibition was unnecessary, be* 
cause no grand-ton would be in danger of marrying his grand-mother ; for 
marriage is expresdy prohibited with a w\fi^a grmut-molAcr.^ 
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unto your owq husbands, as unto the Lord:"— "As thte 
church is subject unto Christ, so let thewives be untotheir 
own husbands, in every /Aw?^."— How this duty could Jbe 
expressed more broadly or clearly in English, in Greek, 
or even in Hebrew, is to me inconceivable. If then 
wives will not obey these most reasonable, and salutary, 
and explicit injunctions ; — why then — alas ! — there is no 
.help for it ! — Certain we are, the remedy, w^hich it is sup- 
posed the Law of incest was intended to apply to this evil, 
was worse than none ; for, if we were to look fof the class 
of husbands, who, as a class, are not only wholly denied 
their prerogative, but are kept by their wives uader the 
most absolute and childlike subjection, we sbould find it 
to be the class of old husbands, who have married yoMPff 
wives. 

Vn. A Wife is not more nearly related to her husband^ 
and his relations, than a Husband is to his wife and her 
relations. > 

The reader may not unnaturally smile, at this formal 
and grave assertion of what he may regard as a palpable 
truism. And when I first heard the proposition, thai 
a wife is more nearly related to her husband and his 
relatione, than a husband is to his wife and her rela- 
tionSy it seemed to me about as rational as to say, thai 
London is nearer to Paris, than Paris to London. Yei 
this proposition has found many advocates both among the 
dergy and the laity, and has been soberly advanced, not 
only to regulate the decisions of our Ecclesiastical Courts, 
but to guide our Legislatures in the enactipent of laws.* 

Thispropoeition is, I believe, purely of ittnerican origin, 
and was first promulgated about thirty years since, by 
the Rev. Mjr. --''-t- of . Its promulgation was a 

* This position was taken and maintained by the Presiding pificer of 
the S«nftte io the case mentioned in the AdTertisement, 
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work of both '' necessity and mercy ;" as its Author was 
then about to marry his wife^s sister — a step, at that 
time, not in all respects clerical ; — and it became neces- 
sary, in his view, to issue a pamphletdefending the step, — 
if not in order to allay personal uneasiness, yet — in order 
to quiet parochial agitation, and prevent ecclesiastical 
censure. 

The ground actually taken by the Rev. Author, is this: 
— That a husband is not at all related to his wife, or to 
her former relations ; because by the marriage the wife 
is completely " absorbed " in the husband. In this lan- 
guage, he does not mean simply to say, that the name and 
the estate of the wife are absorbed in those of the hus- 
band: this we all admit ; but he says that the wife her- 
self is absorbed in him : That is, by the marriage, a 
Wife becomes the flesh of her husband'' s flesh, as truly 
as Eve was Adam^s flesh before her personal existence f 
but bl Husband never does and never can become the flesh 
of his wife^s flesh. In other words, both husband and 
wife are, to all intents and purposes, the husband^ s flesh, 
or have the htisbancCs consanguinity ; but are neither of 
them in any sense the wife^s flesh, or have the wife^s 
consanguinity : she losing by the marriage all propin- 
quity to her former relations. 

^ The curious reader will be willing to know, whence 
the Rev. Author derived this singular notion. He him- 
self informs us that it was from the Institution and Law 
of Marriage. In the Law of marriage it is said, " And 
they twain shall be oneflesh?^ This " oneflesK^ he itt* 
sists, means the husband^s flesh. — Why? — ^Because 
Adam, when Eve was presented to him, said, " This is 
now bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh," Gen. ii« 
23. The next verse, " For this cause shall a man leave 
his father and mother and shall cleave unto his wife, and 
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theyshallbe one flesh," according to theRev. Author,is a 
contifiucUion of this speech of Adam ; and he insists 
that this very speech of Adam is expressly assigned as 
the reason, why liusband and wife become one flesh. 
Our Saviour thought differently : he tells us that the 
24th verse was not a continuation of the speech of Adam, 
but a declaration of God himself. He also tells us that 
the therefore, or for this catise, in this passage, refers — 
not to the preceding speech of Adam ; but — to the &ct 
that God made Man male and female. His language 
is : " Have ye not read that he, which made them at 
the beginning, made them male and female, and said, 
For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, 
and cleave unto his wife, and they twain shall be one 
flesh ?" Adam's remark, that Eve is " bone of his bofie 
and flesh ofhisflesh,^^ does not therefore contaia the 
reason, why a man and his wife are one flesh ; nor 
even furnish the evidence of the fact, unless tliey are 
one flesh independently of the remark ; and of course 
does not prove that that one flesh, which they now are, 
is the husbamPs flesh. The Rev. Author also adduces 
Adam's remark, " This is now bone of my bone, 
and flesh of my flesh," as conclusive evidence, that 
Adam did not consider Eve as flesh of his flesh, until 
their marriage. Who, that remembers that Eve was 
formed of a rib taken out of Adam's body, and that 
Adam himself assigns this single fact as the reason, why 
she was <' bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh," but 
must admire this attempt at argument? 

The Rev. Author endeavours to establish his general 
proposition by asserting, that the Scriptures never speak of 
a wife and her children as nigh of kin to her former 
kindred, but only to her husband*s kindred. We will 
examine this assertion. Gen. xzix. 10, 12, li, " And it 



came to pasa wheti Jacob saw Rachel, the daughter of 
Laban; his mother^s brother^ jfcc— "And Jacob told 
Rachel that he was her fcUhet^s brother, (nX, kins- 
ma/i,) tod that he Was Rebekah'6 son. And Laban 
said linto hiiii, 'Siirely thou art my bone, and my flesh! " 
We here perceive that Rebekah liraa not so totally " ah- 
sorted " M'her husband Ksaac^ as to prevent Laban from 
continuing to be her brother; and that her flesh was not so 
much become Tl^A of her husbancPsflesh-^ as to prevent 
her son 'Jaidob from continuing to be the kitisman of 
Labanr, and the sati/le bone and flesh with him. In 
Leviticus xviii. 13, it is said, " Thou shalt not uncover 
the nakednesiH of thy mother's sister, for she is thy 
mother'^ fikhr kinswoman /'and in Lev. xx. 19^ " Thou 
shalt Hot uncover the tiakbdness of thy mothei^s sister ; 
for he uncdvereth his near kinJ^ Plainly in the first of 
these two passages, (both of them contained in the Law 
of incest,) a iharried woman, and in the last^ her son^ are 
declared to be iiear of kin to her former relations — 
Judges ix. 1, 2, ^- And Abimelech went unto his mother's 
brethren, and communed with them and with all the 
family of the house of his mother^ s father saying, — 
Remember also thfilt / a7n ybur bone and your flash. 
And his mother's brethren spake of hitn, He is our 
brothef?^ jffad the Rev. Author observed these and 
many similar passages, he must with Christian frank- 
ness have acknowledged that a married woman does not, 
by her marriage, lose any part of her propinquity to her 
own kindred, and that her children are just as near to 
them, as to her husband's kindred; 

But he adds — When a man died, and left his estate 
incumbered, his own relations were to redefem it, and 
n6t those of his wife. This was 'true ; and simply be- 
cause by the laws of Israel his oWn relations and not 
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those of his wife, had a right to his estate &y descent. 

The Rev. Author also insists that the Hushand is said, 
in the Scriptures, to betroth^ espouse^ take, receive, and 
marry the wife ; while the Wife is said to he betrothed^ 
espoused, taken, and received by^ and married, and 
given in marriage, to, the husband. Hence he con- 
cludes, that the wife is " ubsorbed,^^ or becomes " her 
husband^sjlesh.^^ With regard to the words marry, and 
married to, this is not correct — " The wife of the dead 
shall not marry without." " But if widows cannot con- 
tain, let them marry ^'^ " If a virgin marry, she hath 
not sinned." " The younger widows will marry }^ 
" He that is married, careth how he may please his ' 
wife." With regard to the word to take, it is also un^ 
true. Ezek. xvi. 32, f^ But as a wife, that taketh strang- 
ers intead of her husband." 

As to the other words, it is true ; and it only proves the 
well-knawn fact, that the man was active and the 
woman passive, in effectuating the marriaige. In our 
own language, we say, for the same reason, that the 
gentleman courts, addresses, and makes proposals to, 
the lady, and that the lady is courted and addressed by^ 
and receives proposals from, the gentleman ; yet who 
ever imagined from this fact, that a lady, on the eve of 
marriage, was about to undergo an absorption 7 

The same conclusion is drawn by the Rev. Author 
from the account of the Mystical Union between Christ 
and his Church, in Eph. v. 23, 31 ; and from the paral- 
lel, there drawn between that Union and the Marriage 
Union. To this it is sufficient to reply that, in the pas- 
sage referred to, Paul is endeavouring to explain the 
intimacy and tenderness of the '< Mystical Union," by 
comparing it to the Marriage Union ; but that he sheds 

8 
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no new light on the hiter : leaving k just where be 

• finiod it 

Oreat stress is laid, by the Rev. Author, on Deut xxv. 
$f 6, already cited ; which is a partial and conditional 
repeal or suspensioa of the Section in Lev. xviii. 16, 
ferbidding marriage with a brother^s wife. Where a 
man lived in his brother's femily, and his brother died 
without issue, he is authorized, by the repealing Section 
lo marry the widow, in order to raise up a name to his 
brother in Israel The first-born of this second mar* 
riage took the name of the deceased brother, and was 
heir to his estate. The argument is this : — If the pro- 

* hibition of marriage with a brother^s wife involved a 
prohibition of marriage with a wife^s sister; then the 
permission of the former marriage involved the permis- 
sion of the latter ; and of couise marriage with a wife's 
sister was lawful. 

The object of the partial repeal, in Deut. zxv. is ex* 
pressly stated to be, — to procure an heir to the brother 
deceased, and perpetuate his name. But, by the laws 
of Israel, a deceased wife could not have an heir ; for 
the real estate of the femily belonged to herBui-viving 
husband. Her name also was sunk in that of her hus- 
band, at the time of the marriage. Of course her sister 
could not marry the husband, to raise up an heir to her 
deceased sister, or to perpetuate her name ; for she had 
no name but that of her husband, and could have no 
heir — no person on whom the law would cast her 
estate — as she had no estate separate from her husband* 
Thb partial suspension of the prohibition to marry a 
brother*^ wife^ could not therefore, under any circum- 
stances, involve a suspen^n of the prohibition to marry 
a wife^s sister. Plainly, if the exception to a gen^ial 
law can be supposed in any case to extend farther than 
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tfie express language of the exceptioQ ; yet certainly 
it can never extend fertber, than the reUsan of the exr 
oeption extends. 

The Ser. Author supposes, that the Language of tbs 
Law of lutcest completely establishes the point, for which 
he contends — particularly that in Levit. xviii. 6, " None 
of you shall approach to any, that is near'ef kin to 
him.'^ The Hebrew phrase, rendered netur of Ariw, ia 
ilip5 n^-p : literaUy, Jksh of Ais flesh. He in- 
sists that this General Section is comprehensive, and 
includes all the Particular Prohibitions which follow. 
He also insists that the phrase, near of kin^ denotes con^ 
sanguinity^ or nearness by bloody and that consan* t 
guinity is the sole ground of incest. If this Gen^nd 
Section does include all the Particular Prohibitionsj 
(which we do not deny,) then the Particular Prohibitions 
certainly and necessarily explain and define the force and 
meaning of the General Section. The reader will 
therefore be surprised at the information, that oonsan* 
gidnity is. the sole ground of incest, when he remem- 
bers that of the marriages, earpres.'fly prohibited, eleven 
are with relations by affinity, and only sis with relations 
by consanguinity. But, to allay this surprise, he k 
immediately informed that consanguinity is the real 
cause of the prohibition in all those, whkh are common* 
ly regarded as cases of affinity. For example : the 
reason why you are forUdden to marry your brother^s 
wife is this^-That your brother is flesh of your flesh j 
and the flesh or consanguinity of his wife is by her 
mRriisigeabsorbed, so that she is now flesh of his flesh 
and of course has become your sister by consanguinity. 
The same may be said of a fathej^s toife^ a sorHs wife^ 
cm uncWs wife^ and of the wife of every othet near rel* 
ative. She loses hot former flesh or consanguinity 
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w ftrfo, and receives a new one identically the same with 
that of her husband. 

This is ingenious, and, did we not compare it with 
the Law of incest, might seem plausible. But in that 
Law, marriage is expressly prohibited with no less than 
sis of a vnfe^s farmer relations — with her father^s 
mother, her mother^s mother, her mother, her daughter j 
her son^s daughter, and her dqughter^s daughter. 
But if the wife's former consanguinity were ^^ absorbed '' 
in her husband's, neither she nor he would be at all 
related to her former relations ; and of course it could 
not be unlawful for him to marry them. The wife 
therefore is not absorbed in her husband ; her consan- 
guinity to her former relations does not cease \ and her 
husband, by marrying her, becomes as truly and as 
nearly related to them, as she becomes related to bii» 
relations. The former ^e^A or propinquity of neither m 
lost or changed ; but that of each is so transferred or 
communicated to the other, as to render the subsequent 
propinquity of each, like that of their children, twofold z 
yet not so lar, as to give either any propinquity to the 
relations of the other hy affinity. Accordingly, while 
the husband is expressly forbidden to marry six of his 
wife's relations by consanguinity, he is expressly for-^ 
Indd^n to marry only Jive of his own relations by 
affinity ; and yet he is forbidden to marry none of her 
relations by affinity. And as the same is true, m,tUati& 
mutandis, of the wife ,* it follows that husband and 
wife are equally near to each other, and to each other's 
kindred. Consanguinity, therefore, even in this ex-* 

* This 18 literally true, with this slight exce|>tion > that the wife ia 
taBfirtsdn forbidden to marry only five of her husbanc^s reUtiooi hgr. 
QOiiiMLkijpiinity, and «<« of h«( own by afiinitys 
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tended sense of the word, is not the sole ground of Ia« 
cest ; but Affinitt/ also : or to use a more general ternv 
Propinquity. 

It ought to be added, that if the wife's /ormar cons9a« 
guinity ceased upon her marriage, and became her hus- 
hancPs consanguinity, then, upon the death of her hu8< 
band, she would have as perfect a right to marry him^ 
who was previously her u/zc/a, her nephew, her brother^ 
or hex father^ or evBn her son by a previous marriagei 
as her husband had to marry her^ or as his sister has to 
marry either of them. It ought also to be added, that 
as a brother^s wife^ on this scheme, is the own sister of 
hift brothers, the Section, directing the surviving brother 
to marry the widow of his deceawi brother, was a di- 
rection to marry his own sister. It ought to be added, 
Hk^wise, that, if the wife loses her former consanguinity, 
and takes that of her husband, the two families are no 
more connected by the intermarriage than they were 
before : one of them merely having lost, and the other 
gained, an oum daughter; that all relationship bjf 
affinity is a mistake and an impossibility ; and that the 
phrases father-4n-law, son-in-law, brother-in-law, sis- 
ter-in-law, and others Uke them, though used in Codes 
of Laws by all nations, and even by God himse^, have 
no meaning. It ought to be added, finally, thfit the 
children of a man, by. two wives, are, on this plan, own 
brothers and sisters, orof the full blood; that those 
of a woman by two husbands, are not related at cM ; 
and' that relationship by the half blood is a nonentity : 
so that those heretofore called half-brothers and 
half-sisters, if born of the same mother, not being re- 
lated, may lawfully intermarry. 

YIII. With regard to implied prohibitions, we are 

8* 
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bound to give the Law of incest a uniform construe-' 
Hon. 

Certain roaniages are prohibited in express terms; 
and others are supposed to be prohibited by clear im- 
plication. This implication is thus supported : in the 
eJtpress ca^eSy the reason directly assigned for the pro- 
hibition is the propinquity of the parties: but there 
are certain other cases, in which the propinquity of 
the parties is mathematically the Simie as in the ex- 
press cases ; and other ca^es stilly in which it is greaier. 
These, therefore, are supposed to be prohibited. 

I am not here inquiring whether this reasoning is 
correct : I merely insist, that, whatever our Rule is, it 
must be uniform, and applicable to every case. 
Either there are implied prohibitions, or there are not. 
If there are not ; then we must follow the strict letter 
of the law, and exclude from its operation every castf 
not mentioned totidem verbis. If there are implied 
prohibitions ; then we must include in them every case, 
m which the reason of the implication operates. Thus, 
we have no right, in order to obviate a difficulty, to in- 
clude various implied cases of consang^iinity, and yet 
refuse to include any implied cases of affinity. Neither 
the law itself, nor the reason of the case gives any such 
rule of implication, but each leaves the two classes of 
cases in this respect exactly on a level. 

I will illustrate this principle. The law expressly 
forbids marriage between a mother and her son, and 
between a brother'* s wife and her husband's brother ; 
but it does not expressly prohibit marriage between a 
father and his daughter, or between a sister's hus- 
band and his wife^s sister. It also expressly prohibits 
marriage between a grandfather and his grand- 
daughter, and between a nephewAn-law and hia 
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aunt'ifirlaw ; but it does not expressly prdiibit it hth- 
tween a grandmother and her grandaon^ or between ' 
a nieceHn-law and her uncle-in-law. Now if the ese- 
press prohibition of marriage between a mother and 
\ her son^ and between 9. grandfather and. his grand- 

daughter, proves that marriage is also prohibited be- 
tween a father and his datighter, and between a 
grandmother and her grandson, because the i^'opin- 
quitjT in each set ^ cases is the same, and equals are 
equal; then does the express prohibition of marriage 
between a brother's wife and her husband^ s brother, 
and between a nephenhin4aw and his aunt-in-law, 
prove that ^ marriage is also prohibited between a 
sister's husband and his wife^s sister, and between a 
niece-in4aw and her uncle-in-law, because the propin- 
quity in each set of cases is the same, and equals are 
equal. — So far as the rule of implication is concerned, 
therefore, either it was lawful for a man to marry 
his daughter and his grandmother, or it was not lawr 
fuL for him to marry his wife^s sister or his hiece-in- 
law, i. e. his wife^s niece, 

IX. Various marriages, not expressly prohibited by 
the Law of incest, are really prohibited by that Law. : 

The reason assigned for every prohibition is the pro- 
* pinquity of the parties. The law declares that a mo- 
ther is so near to her son, that marriage between them 
is '^ an iniquity.'^ But a father is just as near to his 
daughter^ as a mother to her son. If then the propin- 
quity between a mother and her son is so great, as to 
render marriage between them an iniquity ; the very 
sa/me propinquity between a father and his daughter 
renders marriage between them an iniquity; because 
equals are equal. In the same manner, if the propin- 
quity between a grandfather and his granddaughter^ 
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and'that between: an aunt and her nephew^ is so great^ 
as to render marriage between them unlawful ; then is 
the very same propinquity between a grandmother 
and her grandson, and between an uncle and his 
niece, so great, as to render marriage between them un« 
lawfiil ; because equals are equal. 

Various cases also are expressly prohibited, in which 
the propinquity is fnuch less, than in various other 
cases not expressly prohibited in ^he Law. Thus, 
marriage is expressly prohibited with a wife^s daughter 
and a wif^s grandmother ; but it is not expressly 
prohibited with an own daughter, or an ofwn grand- 
mother. If then the propinquity is great enough in the 
two former cases, to render marriage unlawful, a for- 
tiori it is great enough in the two latter cases : because 
it is greater in the two latter than in the two former, 
and the greater is greater than the less. 

If there are no implied prohibitions, the law involves 
a self-evident fiilsehood. It says that the less pn^in* 
quity between a man and his wif^s daughter, or his 
wife^s grandmother, is great enough to render mar* 
riage with either, criminal ; and that the greater pro- 
pinquity between a man and his own daughter, or his 
oum grandmother, is not great enough to render mar- 
riage with either criminal:— in other words, that the 
less propinquity between a man and his wi/e^s daugh^ 
ter, or his wife^s grandmother, is greater than tlie 
greater propinquity between a man and, his own 
daughter, or his oum grandmother ; which is mathe* 
matically a felsehood, and is not, therefore, the Ian* 
guage of the law. There are cases, then, really prohi- 
bited by the Law of incest which are not expressly 
mentioned in that Law. 

X. All marriages are really jHrohibited by the Law 
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of incest, in which the propinquity is the same^ vm in 
those expressly prohibited. 

Were not the propinquity of the parties the Irule for 
( determining what cases are prohibited by implication, 

•* there could be no rule. But the Law itself obviously 

makes propinquity the rule and the only rule. It does 
this expressly by assigning propinquity as the only 
reason why the marriages specified are prohibited. 
When the Law says to an aunt and nephew, " You 
are too nearly related to marry" — because equals are 
equal, it says the same to an uncle and niece ; since 
the two last axe just as nearly related as the two first. 
In other words, it makes propinquity the sole criterion, 
by which to determine, whether a given marriage not 
mentioned is prohibited or not. Of course if the Law, 
in any one case, declares a given degree of propinquity 
to be so great, as to render marriage unlawful, it virtually 
declares an equal or a greater degree of propinquity 
in any other ca^e, to be so great as to render marriage 
uplawful : for the self-evident reasons, that equals are 
equal, and that the greater is greater than the less. 

IJaving thus recited the Sections of the Levitical Law 
of incest, and ascertained the Principles on which it is 
to be interpreted ; we are led, in answering the ques- 
tion. What was that Law ? to consider, 

in, T«E Marriages, which the Law of in- 
cest ACTUALLY 'PROHIBITEP. 

In doing this we shall commence with Lineals^ and 
dose with Collaterals. 

11, Lineals of the first degree hy consanguinity. 
Lev. xviii. 7. The nakedness of thy father or the na- 
I kedness of thy mother, shalt thou not uncover : She is 

thy mother : thou ^halt oot uncover her n^kedqess. 
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Ley. XX. 11, And the man, that lieth with his/ather's 
wife, hath uncovered his father's nakedness: both ot 
them shsdL surely be put to death : their blood shall be 
upon' them. 

Deut. xxii. 33, A man shall not take his father's wife, 
nor uncoveF-his fother's skirt. 

Deut. xxvii. 20, Cursed be he, that lieth *with bis 
fiither's wife; because he uncovereth his fether's skirt. ^ 

In these passages marriage is expressly forbidden 

between a son and a mother. But the propinquity is 

*Uie same between a* /a^Acr and a daughter. They 

'therefore may not intermarry. Hence, 

A woman mat/ not mary A m^an-may not marry 
her . his. 

Son, Mother, 

Father. Daughter.* 

2. lAneats of the first degrsB by affinity. 

Lev. xviii. 8. The nakedness of thy fsither's wife 
shalt thou not uncover : it is thy father^s nakedness.t 

Lev. xviii. 15, Thpu shah not uncover the nakedness 
of thy daughter-in-law: she is thy son's wife ; thou 
shalt not uncover her nakedness. . 

Lev. xviii. 17, Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness 
of a woman and her daughter : it & wickedness. 

Lev. XX. 12, And if a man lie with his daughter-in* 
law ; both of them shall surely be put to death. 

Lev. XX. 14, And if a man take a wife and her 
mother ; they shall be burnt with fire. 

Deut. xxvii. 20, Cursed be he that lieth with hi» 
mother-Ui law. 

Marriage is here expressly forbidden with a step-moth* 

" * The impUed cases AnittOieisetL 
t This passage certainly forbids marriage with a tl<rp-9fiofA<r, because 
tbep^ceding Terse forbids it with an own mother. Several ^^ the pas- 
fag;esrecited under the last head also forbid marriage with a step«mother 
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cr, (Ldv. xviii. 8,) with Kgiep-daufhtsr, (Lev. xviii. 17, 
and XX. 14,) witli a fnother-in-laWf (Lev. xviii. 17, and 
XX. 14, "and Deut. xxvii. 20,) and with a daughter' 
%n4aWy (Lev. xviii. 15, and xx. 18.) Hence, 

A woman may not marry Aman m,ay not marry 
her, his 

Siep^aon, Blepomother, 

Sup-father, SUp^inu^hteiv 

Fatber-iiirlaw, Daughtep-in-Iaw, 

Son-in-law. Mother-in-law. 

3. Lineah of the second degree by consang^iinity. 
Lev. xviii. 10, The nakedness of thy son's daughter, 

or of thy daughter's daughter, thou shalt not uncover : 
for theirs is thine own nakedness. 

As a woman is just as near to her son^s son, and her 
daughter's son^ as a man to his sov^s daughter and his 
daughters daughter ; the prohibition of the two latter 
implies that of the two former. Hence, 
A \oom,an m^y not marry A man m^y not marry 
her his 

Father's father, S<m'8 daughter, 

Mother's father, Daughter's daughter, 

8on^8 $on, Father'a moiher. 

Daughter's $on. Jlfof Aer's mother. 

Or m€H*e concisely, and in more customary lan^age, 

Grand-father, Grand-daughter, 

€hrand^8on, Grand-moiher. 

4. Lineals of the second degree by affinity. 
Lev. xviii. 17, " Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness 

of a woman, — and her son's daughter, or her daughter's 
daughter : it is wickedness." This passage pronounces 
the propinquity between a grand-mother and her 
grand-daughter, (whether her son^s daughter or her 
daughter's daughter) to be so great, that it is not law- 
ful for the man, who is the husband of either^ to marry 
the oth«r. This claqEie therefore, in express term^iot- 
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bids marriage between a man and his wife^s grand- 
daughter^ whether her son^s daughter or her daugh" 
ter^s daughter, and between a man and his lOife^s . 
grand-mother, whether her father^s mother or her 
mother^ s mother. But a woman has identically the 
same propinquity to her husbtmcPs grand-son on the 
one hand, whether his son^s son, or his daughter's 
son, and to her husbands grand-father on the other, 
whether his father^s father or his mother^ s father. 
Hence, 

A woman m,ay not m>arry A man may not marry 
her his 

S Father's mother-s husband, J Wife's son's daughter, 

Mother's mother's husband. ) Wife's daughter's daughter. 

Son's daughter's husband, J Wife's father's mother, 
Daughter's daughter's husband. J Wife's mother's mother. 

Hushamd?s ton^s ^m, \ Father* s father^ s vn/e. 

Husband's daughter's son, ( Mother"* s father"* s wife. 

i Husband's father^s father^ J Son's son^s u)t/«. 

Husband's mother's father, \ Daughter's son's wife. 

Or more concisely, and in more cUstomary language. 

Grand-mother's husband, Wife's grand-daughter, 

Grand-daughter's husband. ' Wife's grand-mother. 
Husband's grand-son, Grand-father's wife. 

HusbnndPs grand-father, Grand-son^swife. 

5. Collaterals of the first degree by consanguinity. 

Lev. xviii. 9, The nakedness of thy sister, the daugh- 
ter of thy father or the daughter of thy mother, whether, 
she be born at home, or abroad, even their nakedness 
thou shalt not uncover. 

Lev. xviii. 11, The nakedness of thy father's wife's 
daughter, begotten of thy father, (she is thy sister,) thou 
shalt not uncover her nakedness. 

Lev. XX. 17, And if a man shall take his sister, his 
father's daughter or his mother's daughter, and see 
her nakedness, and she see his nakedness : it is a wick- 
edness ; and they shall be cut off in the sight of their 
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pe(}[de:.he had[i tmcovcred hk skier's nakefaais, h» Bball 
bear his iniqiiity. 

-Dent, xxvii. 22^ Cunsed be 1m that lielb Widi ldi» 8i»> 
Iber, dM daughtes of hk fiHlber^ «r lln daugbur €t hk 
Uoother. 

Each of these passages forbida manrkge m-euvpice» 

termsy between a brother and a skter, both of the whole 
and of the half blood. Hence, 

A woman may not marry A m^n may not marry 
her his 

Brother. Sister. 

6. Collaterals of the first degree by affinity. 
Lev. xviii. 6, Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness 

of thy brother's wife : it is thy brother^s nakedness. 

Lev. XX. 21, And if a man shall take his brother's 
wife, it k an unclean thing: he hath uncovered hk 
brother's nakedness : they shall be childless. 

These passages, in ejtpress terms^ forbid marriage 
between a husband's brother and a brother's wife. 
But the propinquity between a wife^s sister wOiA a ^- 
ters husband, k identically the same. Hence, 

4 woman may not marry A man may not marry 
her his 

Husband's brother. Brother's wife. 

8Uitr*9 huahanA. }^\fe*s stater. 

7. Collatefcds of the second degree by corisanguinr 
ity. 

Lev. xxviii. 12, 13, Thou shalt not uncover the na- 
kednees of thy fether's sister : thou shalt not uncover 
Ae nakedness of thy mothet's skter. 

Lev. XX. 19, And thou shalt not uncover the naked- 
ness of thy mother's sister, nor of thy father's skter : for 
be uncovereth hk near kin : they shall bear theit 
iniquity. 
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These passages expressly forbid marriage between 
a man and his father's sister or his fnother's sister 
—-that is, between a nepheto and his atmt ; but their 
propinquity is identically the same as that between 
a woman and her fathei^s brother or her mtdher'^ 
breiher-^ihal is between a niece and her uncle. Hence, 

A woman may not marry A man may not marry 
her his 



Brother's son. 




Father's sister. 


Sister's son. 




Mother's sister. 


Father's broiher. 




Brother's daughter. 


JUidhei^s brother. 




Sisiera^a daughter. 


Or more concisely, 


and 


in more customary language. 


Nephew. 




Aunt. 


UheU. 




^NUee. 



8. Collaterals of the second degree by affinity. 

Lev. xviii. 14, Thou shalt not uncover the naked- 
ness of thy father's brother : thou shalt not approach to 
his wife : she is thine aunt. 

Lev. XX. 20, And if a man shall lie with his uncle's 
wife, he hath uncovered his uncle's nakedness: thev 
shall bear their sin : they shall die childless. 

The phrase " an uncles wife " includes both ^ fath- 
eads brother^s wife^ and a mother's brother's wife. 
This passage therefore expressly forbids maniage be- 
tween a husband^s nephew and an uncles wife. But 
a wif^s niece is just as near to an aunt's husband— i. e. 
to ^. father's sister's husband or a mother's sister's 
husband. In the same manner a husbands uncle is 
just as near to a nephew's wife — ^that is to a brother^s 
son's wife or a sister's so?i's wife. In the same man- 
ner a wif^s aunt is just as near to her niece's husband 
-that is, to her brother's daughter's husband and her 
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sister^s daughter's husband. These therefore are for- 
bidden, to intermarry. Hence, . . 

A woman may not marry A man may not marry 
her his 

i Husband's brother's son. ( Father's brother's wife. 

Husband's sister's son. ( Mother's brother's wife. 

iFather'a aisier's kuahand, < Wife's brother's daughter. 

J)iaher'a sister's husband. \ Wife's iister*s daughter. 

i Husband's father's brother. ( Brother's son's wife. 

( Husb<ii^s mother's brother, ( Sister's sons' wife. 

i Brother's daughter's hUsband. i Wife's father's sister. 

( Sister's daughter's husband. I Wife's mother's sister. 

Or more concisely, and in more customary language,' 

Husband's itephew. Uncle's wife. 

Jiunt's husband. Wife's niece. 

Husband^s unde. Nephew's wife, 

^fiece's husband. Wife's autU. 

> 

The above are all the marriages prohibited by the 
Levitical Law of Incest. The following tables exhibit 
them at one view : those expressly forbidden in Roman 
letters; and those by implication in Italics, 
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A woman may not marry A man mof not'm&rrff 



Son. 

Fedher. 

Mmlwf *» htMband. 

HustmiKl'S 8CMI. 

Hwbftttd'B fatlMnr. 
]>Aiigfater'i bashaod. 
Father's father. 
Mother's fiitber. 

Daughter's son. 
Father's mother's husband. 
Mother's mother's husb'd* 
Son*s daughter's husband. 
Daughter's daughter's hush. 
Husband's father's father. 
Husband's mother's father. 
Husbandis ton's son. 
Husband's daufihUr'o mm. 
Brother.* 

Husbiod^ brothob 
Sister's husband. 
Brotlief *8 son. 
Sister's son. 
Father's brother. 
Mother's brother. 
Husband's brother's son. 
Husband's sister's son. 
Father's sister's husband, 
Mother's sister's husband. 
Husband's father's brother. 
Husband's mother's brother. 
Brother's daughter's husb'd. 
Sister's daughter's husband. 



w 
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1. Mother. 
S. Daughter. 

3. Wife's daughter. 

4. Facer's wHe. 

5. Son's wtfe. . 

6. Wile's mother* 

7. .Sen's daughter. 

8. Daughter's daughter. 

9. Father's imtH^. 

10. Mother's mother. 

11. Wife's son's daughter. 

12. Wife's daughter'sdaugihier. 
! 13. Wife's father's mother. 

14. Wife's mother's mother. 

15. Son's soti'swife. 

16. Detughter's son's wife. 
C 17. Father's father's wife. 
{ 18. Mother's faUier^s wifu 

19. Sister.* 
( 2a Brother^ wife. 
}21. Wife's sister. 

!2?. Father's sister. 
23. Mother's sistec. 
24. Brother's daughter. 
85. Sister's daughter. 

26. Father's brother's wife.' 

27. Mother's brother's wife. 

28. Wife's brother's daughter. 

29. Wife's sister's daughter. 

30. Brother's son's wife. 

31. Sister's son's wife. 

32. Wife's father's sister. 

33. Wife's mother's sister. 



I 



In this table, the correlatives, who raay not intermarry, 
are placed opposite each other, and numbered alike. In 
the table which follows, the correlatives are arranged as 
in our common bibles. 

* Brother and sister, both of the whole and of the half blood arc ex- 
pressly forbidden to marry. A conscientious man will of course con- 
sider the same rule as extending to all other collateral relatives by con- 
sanguinity and affinity ; on the ground, that he cannot consent to incur 
\half of the guilt of Incest, 
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TABLE 11. 



A woman may not marry A man may not marry 
her his 
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* 7. Father's father. 

* 8. Mother's father. 

f 11. Father's mother's husband. 
1 12. Mother's mother's husband 

il5. Husband's father^t father. 
-IG. Htuband^s mother*9 father, 

* 24. Father's brother^ 

* 25. Mother's brother. 

t 28. IkOher't sister's husband. 
t 29. Mother's sister's husband. 

30. Husband^s father's brother, 

31. Husband^ s mother's brother, 

* 2. Father. 

t 3. Step-fiither. 

X 5. Husband's father. 

* 1. Son. 
4. Husband's son. 
6. Daughter's husband. 

* 19. BroUier. 

1 80. Husband's brother, 
t 21. Sister's husband. 

* 9. Son's son. 

* 10. Dmighter's son. 

13. Son's daughter's husband. 

14. Daughter's daughter's husb. 

{17. Huslband?s son's son. 
18. Husband^ s daughter's son. 

* 22. Brother's son. 

* 83. Sister's son. 

t 32. Brother's daughter's husband. 
t 33. Sister's daughter's husband. 

f26. Husband's brother's son. 
27. Husband's sister's son. 
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* 9. Father's mother. 

* 10. Mother's mother. 

\ 17. Father's father's w^fe. 
t 18. Mother's father's wife. 

13. Wife's father's mother. 

14. Wife's mother's mother. 

* 22. Father's sister. 

* 23. Mother's sister. 

t 26. Father's brother's wife, 
t 27. Mother's brother's wife. 
i 32. Wife's father's sister, 
t 33. Wife's mother's sister, 

* 2. Mother. 
4. Step-mother. 
6. Wife's mothjsr. 

2. Daughter, 

3. Wife's daughter. 
6. Son's wife. 

*. 19. Sister. 

1 21. Wife's sister. 

T 20. Brother's wife. 

* 7. Son's daughter. 

'*' S, Daughter's daughter. 

1 15. Son's son's wife, 

1 16. Daughter's son's w\fe. 

11. Wife's son's daughter. 

12. Wife's daughter's^daugfaler. 
"C 24. Brother's daughter. 

* 25. Sister's daughter. 

t 30. Brother's son's wife. 
t 31. Sister's son's wife. 
I 28. Wife's brother's daughter. 
I 29. wife's sister's daughter. 
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■* Her own relations by oonsan- *** His own relations by consan- 
guinity, guinity. 

t Her own connections by affin- | His own connections by affin- 
ity, ity. 

I Her husband's relations by - - 1 His wife's relations by con- 
consanguinity, sanguinity. 
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TABLE IIL 

Aw^manmay'mtmmrff A man may imt mmry 
her ii«# 



Grand-father. 
Grand-mother's hoaband. 
Husband? t gnrnd^faiket. 

Faiher, 
-Btep-father. 
ISusband's father. 

Son. 

Daughter's husband. 

Step-son. 

Grand^sotit 

Grand-daughter's husband. 
HusbatuPt grand'ten. 

Brother. 
Sister's kusbmd* 
Husband's brother. 

Uncle, 

JiunVs husband. 

Hu^and's unele, • 

Ne|Aew. 
^fUee's husband. 
Husband's nephew. 



Chrand-mother. 
Grande father^ 8 wife. 
Wife's grand-moiher. 

Mother. 
Step-mother. 
Wife's mother. 

Daughter. 
Son's -wife. 
Step-daughter. 

Grand-daughter. 
Grand-son's wife. 
Wife's grand-daughter. 

Sister. 

Brother's wife. 
Wife's MJter. 

Aunt. 

Uncle's wife. 
Wifi^s aunt. 

Niece. 

Nephew's wife, 
W\fe's niece. 



This table embraces the same relatives as the two 
preceeding, but expressed more concisely : Lineals first, 
and Collaterals afterwards. In each triad of relatives, 
the first is a relative by the individual's own consan- 
guinity: the second, by the individuals own affinity: 
the third by the consanguinity of the married partner. 
The law has thus a beautiful and truly matheoiatical 
simplicity. 

By attentively examining the preceding tables, we 
shall discover the following results : 

1. Marriage is prohibited between all Lineals, and 
all Collaterals, of the Jirst and second degrees, both by 
consanguinity and affinity. The Lineals include all, 
both in the ascending and descending series, with whom 



7BB LAW OF INCKST. 103 

loaarriage, accordiQg;^.k> the present length of human life, 
is physically possible. The Collaterals indude all 
with whom one aadociates on the footing of brothers or 
sistersj of children of brothers or s^isters, and of bro- 
thers or sisters of parents. Between an individual and 
these relatives there is and ought to be all the intimacy, 
of the most pure and confidential love ; and the mind ijl 
which it dwells, ought to prove to it a sanctuary so 
fiecurej; so holy, that no sensual desire should ever in- 
trude to soil its purity or jeopard its repose. In the 
sanctions of the Law of incest, this very safeguard is 
furnished to it, by Grod. 

2. The Second Table is the same with that in odr 
common Bibles ; comprising identically the same rela- 
tions, and in the same arrangement, in each column. 
In the Table in the Bible, the six first relations, how- 
ever, are expressed moreconcisely and comprehensively : 
in the first edumu, by the words Grandfather^ Grcmd- 
mother^s husband j and Husband^s grundfeUher ; and, 
in the second, by Gfrandmolher, Grandfather^s wife, 
and Wife^s grandmother : each of these inchiding two 
(rf the relatives in the Second Table. 

3. The number of cases, expressly prohibked, is 
se^^etU^n ; and Ihai of those prohibited by implicatifm, 
MPiisen. 

4. Of the Express cases, six 9X^ by consangtiinity, 
and eleven by affinity : and of the Implied cases ji;ve 
are by consanguinity, and eleven by affinity. 

6. The first column exhibits thirty-three relations, 
which a Woman may not marry : of which eleven are 
her own relations by bloody eleven het own relations 
by marriage, and eleven her husband^s relations by 
blood. The second column exhibits the same results, 
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mutatis mutandis, as to the relatives which a Man 
may not marry. 

6. Of the twenty-two relations by affinity, which a 
Man may not marry, six of his wife's, and five of his 
own, are expressly prohibited ; and five of his wife's, 
and six of his own, by implication : whereas of the 
twenty-two relations by affinity, which a Woman may 
not marry, five of her husband's, and six of her own 
are express cases, and six of her husband's, and five of 
her own are implied cases. 

7. Wherever a Man is forbidden to marry a given 
relation of his own by consanguinity, he is also for- 
liidden to marry the same relation of his own by 
affinity, and the same relation of his wife by ^con- 
sanguinity. But he is forbidden to marry no relation 
of his wife by affinity. In other words double affinity 
is not r^arded by the Law, as in any case amounting to 
a debarring propinquity. Of course a man has a right 
to marry the widow of his wife's father, son, brother, 
uncle, or nephew. The same is true, mutatis mu- 
tandis, of a Woman. 

8. The Lineals prohibited are eighteen in number, 
six by consanguinity, three express, and three implied ; 
and twelve by affinity, eight express, and /our implied : 
the Collaterals are fifteen in number, five by consan- 
guinity, three express, and tu>o implied; and ten by 
affinity, three express, and seven implied. 

9. The law does not prohibit the intermarriage of 
CoUcUerals of the third degree by consanguinity : 
«*^tbat is of first cousins : nor of course those more re^ 
mote. Many suppose the intermarriage of first cousins 
to be physically inexpedient. Where this impression 
is strong enough to counteract any propensity, thai may 
exist in favour of such a marriage, it will of course pre- 
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m3. But God bfts nol forbiddeu it Tb^e must be 
obviou^y a partition waJl, sMnewbece between the inner 
and the outer courts of this temple, which oo unhallowed 
foot may pass ; and that, which is actually erected, ap» 
pears to us to be erected on the very line of demarcof 
timij which Infinite wisdom and purity must have drawn. 
At all events, when we find that God has. erected it 
where it is, we are satisfied that- it is right. 

We have thus &r examined the Law of incest, with- 
out referenoi^ to the much-debated Section, Leviticus 
xviii. 18. It is insisted, however, that that Section con- 
tains an Express Exception to the Law, and authorizes 
marriage with the Sister of a deceased wife. Its true 
import, therefore, we will now attempt to ascertain. 

Tha language of Leviticus xviii. 18, rendered by 
our translators, in the text, "Neither shalt'thou take 
a wife to her sister •, to vex her, to uncover her naked- 
ness beside the other in her Ufe-Zime" — but rendered 
by our translators in the margitf, " Neither shall thou 
take one wife to another" — has received, as we have 
already seen, the two following widely difierent and very 
opposite constructions : — 

1. Neither shalt thou take one wife to another to vex 
her, to uncover her nakedness beside the other, in her 
life-time. 

2. Neither sheklt thou take another wife, who is the 
sister of thy first wife, to vex her, to uncover her naked- 
ness beside the other, in her life-time ; although tliou 
;nayest take one who is not her sister, because that will 
not vex her ; and her sister also, after her death. 

This second interpretation, if it can be established, is 
a full permission of polygamy, and of marriage with 
the sister of a deceased wife. As to the lawfulness of 
polygamy, we have already seen, that it was directly 
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prohibited by the Origioal Law of marriage, and tfapl 
no evidence of its lawfulnem under the Levitical Code 
exists, unless it is found in this passage. We will «n* 
deavour,ithen, to examine the passage, on its own 
merits, by the ordinary rules of criticism. 

.The whole difficulty respecting this passage has arisen 
from the phrase t^tiPI^ b2$ lltpl^f {ishah el acothahy) 
translated, a woman to her ^sister : not, however, from 
* any dispute with regard to the meaning of the separate 
words in this phrase ; — for it is admitted, on both sides, 
that TlW^j (^ishah,) meass a woman, or a wife,* that 
bfc^ {el,) means to, »nd HfinN: {acothah,) h^ sister. 
The only question i^, Whether this phrase is to be in- 
interpreted according to the meaning of its separate 
words, or whether it has here, and every where else, an 
idiomatic meaning — the meaning of one womifn to 
another, or one wife to another. 

That words, in all languages, are sometimes used 
idiom,atically ; that occasionaUy they have a different 
meaning, when connected, from what they have when 
npart ; and that the true meaning of a phrase is not 
always given by rendering it word for word into an- 
oiheSt language, is perfectly known to every one. Every 
language has its own peculiar idioms, which cannot be 
rendered verbatim into any other ; and, of all languages 
probably, none is more frequently idiomatic than the He- 
* brew. When such idioms occur, the only way to render 
them accurately, is either by a corresponding idiom, 
or by a circumlocution. Thus the phrase '^^l,^^^^ 

* The original and customary meaning of ilt&ft^ is a woman : its 
secondary and less common meaning is a wifi. The same is true oi 
yufn in Greek, of femme in French, and of the corresponding word in 
Tarious other languages. What the true meaning is, in each cas^ i^ 
of course determined by the sense. 
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JSfteraBy the son of my threshing-fioor^ d^tiotes n\if 

threshed grain ;— tdfej: *\^1tb, literally a tongue of fire] 

really aflame ;— 5^5 ^tp, literally the tooth of a rock, 

teally a crag : — d^ri flSip, literally /Ae ftp ofthe sea, 

really the sea-shore. — The English language is fall of 
such idioms. If any one will attempt to render the 
phrase, " T%e horses are together by the ears,^^ liter- 
ally into any other language, — ^iqto the Latin for ex- 
ample, Equi sunt und per aufes — he will see that it 
will make absolute nonsense. The English phrase, 1 
gave hint tit for tat^ or the similar one, I gave him, a 
Rowland for his Oliver, obviously cannot be literally 
translated into any language ; yet it is perfectly intel- 
ligible to say in French, Je lui donnois son* paqu§t ; * 
and in Latin, Par pari retuli ; and in Greek,. *0/ •».««/ 
«/«•*«, T«id» K»i lyrtiMvo-xi ; and in Hebrew, V? tl^Wl !??> 

Itp tinfl W- Each of these five phrases has the 
same idiomatic or general meaning ; yet the words in 
neither, taken singly, have the same literal meaning 
with the words iji either of the other four. It is then 
certain, that, when phrases are idiomatic, their mean-, 
ing is entirely different from the simple meaning of *the 

m 

words, of which they are composed ; and that an idiom 
of one language, if rendered word for word into another, 
is falsely rendered, unless the other language has an 
idiom identically similar. 

How then do we decide, whether a given phrase is 
idiomatic or not 1 — By the best and simplest of all rules 
— by the customary use of it among those who write 
and speak the language. — Usus est jus et norma lo- 
quendi. — ^If those, wh^ best understand the language, 
give the phrase a meaning totally different from the 
dimple weaning of the words ; we bow of course to 
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aothmty, and admit it to be an iditmi of the 
language. Thus, when a Frenchman hears the phrase^ 
'^ I have other ^h tofrp" instead of attempting in vain 
to render it literally into J^ai cPautres poUsons d 
fri/ef he readily admits the explanation, Tai (Tmilres 
affaires ; and when an Englishman meets with the 
phrase " 11 tnettoit du Join dans ses hottest instead of 
insisting that it shall be rendered, He jtiU hay in his 
bootSj he is happy in hearing it explained by another 
idiom, 'He laid up something against a rainy day. 
An apology is due to the reader, for attempting to sup- 
port principles so ob^ous, and so generally admitted : 
and it is found in the fact, that these very obvious prin- 
ciples have been strenuously denied, or disregarded, in 
their application to the case in hand. 

The question then meets us. Do the ELebrew writers 
give to the phrase in question, ntinfcjj b^l !T®^» « ^o- 
man to her sister, the simple meaning of the words ; 
or do they use it as an idiom? This we can determine, 
by rfeferring to the passages in which it actually occurs.* 

This phrase is found in twoform^ — in the masculine^ 
y^tyt^ bfiji "Ct^j (*^A ^l aiichivj) a man to his brother; 
and in the feminine, PltinbJ bfcj^ )ritt>Nl, (ishah el aco- 
thah,) a woman to her sister. In the masculine form, 
it occurs twenty-five times in the Hebrew Scriptures, 
and in the feminine, ten. I will adduce the several 
instances, for the satis&ction of the reader. He will 
perceive, that the Hebrew writers never intend by it a 
brother, or a sister, in the literal sense, but always, one 
thing to another of the same kind ; that, if applied to 

* We hope that the sight of a few Hebrew words, on this and sere- 
ral of the following pages, will not deter the mere English reader from 
perusing them. 



THB LAW OF INCEST. 109 

men, it denotes — not a man to his brother, — ^but one 
m,an to another ; if to wom^n, — not a woman to her 
sister, — ^but one woman to another, and if to the cur- 
tains of the tabernacle, one curtain to another, ^c. 

1. Gen. xiii. 11. "And Abraham and Lot separated 
themselves — the one from the other^^ — In the Hebrew, 
'T'ns^ b?!Q ttf'^Si, — literally, a m,an from his brother, 
correctly, one manfrom^ another: or one from, another* 
: 2. Gen. xxvi. 31, " And Abimelech and Isaac sware 
-r-onc to another" — In the Hebrew, l*^nfc^b '0'^?5<,-^lite- 
rally, a man to his brother— nxxrecHy, one man to 
another, 

3. Gen. xxxvii. 19, " And they said one to another,^ 
—In the Hebrew, Vnti^ bi^ 11)'»&S— literally, a man to 
his brother, correctly, one rrMin to another, 

4. Gen. xlii. 21, The same as the last. 
6. Gen. xlii. 28, The same as the last. 

6. Exod. X. 23, " And the Egyptians saw not— one 
another" — In the Hebrew, 1*^)11$ tlJjl t»*^l*,— literally, a 
m^n his brother, correctly, one m^an, another. 

7. Exod. xvi. 15, " And the children of Israel said one 
to ano^Aer"— In the Hebrew, m^ i>^ tD'^K,— literally, 
a man to his brother,^canectly, one man to 

another. 

8. Exod. XXV. 20, " And the feces of the cherubim shall 
look— one to another"— In the Hebrew, Vll^ b^ t»*^8$, 
—literally, a man to his brother, — correctly, one face 

to another. 

9. Exod. xxvi. 3, "The five curtains shall be 
coupled tc^ther — one to another" — ^In the Hebrew, 
RfinS^ b^ nip8$,— literally, a woman to her sister^ — 
correctly, one curtain to ojnother. 

10. Exod. xxvi. 3, " And other five curtains 
shall be coupled— one to another"— In the Hebrew, 

10 
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R^HWt i^ frtfWfe — IkeraJly, a woman to her sister — 
eorrecdy, one curtain to another. 

11. Exod. xxvi. 5, ^^ That the loops 'may take hold' 
— one of anather^^ — In the Hebrew, fltingj bs^ TtWifi* 
— 4iterally, a woman of her sister — correctly, one loop of 
another. 

12. Exod. xxvi. 6, "And couple the curtains together ^ 
•»— In the Hebrew, J'ltfnfi? bfcf} TOl$, literally, a woman . 
#0 her sister — correctly, one curtain to another. 

13. Exod. xxvi. 17, " Two tenons shall be set — one 
gainst another^^ — In the Hebrew, HfinW} bv^ WDfc^, 
— ^literally, a woman against her sister — correctly, 
one tenon against another. 

14. Exod. xxxvii.9, " The cherubim stood with their 
- feces — one to another^ — In the Hebrew, VT^t^ b^ 1D**H, 

— literally, a man to his brother — correctly, one face to 
^nnother. 

16. Lev. vfi. 10, " One^ as -much «b another^^ — In 
(he Hebrew, I'^HSQ '©'^6^, — ^literally, a Tnan as his bro- 
ther— corretSj, mte m,an as another. 

16. Lev. xviS. 18, " Neidier shalt thon take a wife to 
her sister^ — (in the isiai]^, " cne wife to another'^ — 
In the Hebrew, Rfin^ b^ rtWtf^,— literally, a woman 
to her sister, — correctly, one wife to another. 

17. Lev. xxT. 14, " Ye Aall not oppress — one 
mother''— In the Hebrew, T^ms^ ftyt W>ij5,-4iteraBy, 

• • • 

a man, his brother — ^sowectly, one-man, (mother. 

18. Lev. XXV. 46, " Ye shall not rule — one iwer 
nnother''—In the Hebrew, VnVQ »^»^,— Kterally, a 
man over his brother -^^conec&j, tme man tfoer another. 

19. Lev. xxvi. 37, "And they «hall fell — one upon 
another^— In the Hefepew, ITtM ttf^;~lit»ally, n 
WHm, upon his brother — correcdy, wie m^mi, tspon 
andher. 
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20. Num. xiv. 4, ^^ And the Israelites said — one to 
another^ — ^the sam^ as No. 7. 

21. Deut. XXV. 11, " When men striv^e together— -one 
with another ^^ — In the Hebrew, VT^i^^ ttf*^^}, — ^literally, 
a man, with his 6ro^A6r-- correctly, one mem, with 
another. 

m 

. ^. Neh. iv» 19, "We arc .e9eparated--one fiir from 
another"— In the Hebrew, VT]i<l2 ttf'^J^,— Utcrally, a 
man from his broiher, — correctly, one man, from 
another. 

23. Job xli. 17, ^' The scales of Leviathan are jdned 
— one to another"— In the Hebrew, T^HM ttf'^fi^r— 
literally, a man, to hisr brother — correctly, one seale^ 
pQ another, 

24. Jer. xiii. 14, '' And I will dash them — on^ 
as^ainst another" — In the Hebrew, T^rw SH XD'^JS^, — 
literally, a ?nan against his brother-^-^onecAy, on0 
man, against another. 

26. Jer. xxv. 26, " And all the kings of the north — 
ime with another"— In the Hebrew, Vti^ b«^ tD'^H,— 
literally, a man, with his ftrotAer— correctly, one kvng^ 
with another. 

26. Jer. xxxiv. 14, "Letye go, every man his brother^ 
that is an Helwew"— In the Hebrew, T^HS^ ln»^ tD^^Jjt, 
—literally, a man, his brother— <xxretAj, one man^ 

another. 

27 & 23. Ezek. L 9, and 11, " Their wings were joined 

one to another"— in the Hebrew, Rtinfc§ tlfi^ Pltf l^ 

— literally, a woman, to her sister — correctly, one wing 
to another. 

29. Ezek. i. 23, " And their wings were straight— on* 
towards another /'—In the Hebrew, ♦'Itin?^ 5t§l Htti^, 

^literally, a wonuin, towards her «*^cr— correctly, 

one wing, towards another. 
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30. Ezek. liL 13, " The wings of the living creatures 
touched one another^^—ln the Hebrew, Htingl b{^ ntDt$» 
— ^literally, a womatiy her w^cr— correctly, one wingj 

another. 

31. Ezek. iv. 17, " And be astonished— otic with 
another''— In the Hebrew, VTl^ 'O'^S^,— literally, a 
man^ with his fcro^Aer— correctly, one man^ with 
another. 

32. Ezek. xxiv. 23, "And mourn, one towards 
another''— In the Hebrew, T^H^ bg^ 'O'lJJ,— literally, 
a many towards his brother — correctly, one many 
towards another. 

33. Ezek. xxxiii. 30, « And speak, one to another'* 
— ^In the Hebrew, V^T\'i^ fll^ tf'^JSJ, — ^Uterally, a man^ 
to his brother — correctly, one m^n^ ,to another. 

34. Ezek. xlvii. 14, " And ye shall inherit it— one o^ 
well as another'' — ^In the Hebrew, T^HlsO Hi^^, — 
literally, a m^an, as well a^ his brother — correctly^ one 
many as well as ^mother. 

35. Joel ii. 8, " Neither shall one thrust another"-^ 
In the Hebrew, T^HS^ tf'^fc^,— literally, Neither shall a 
man thrust his brother — correctly, Neither shall one 
man thrust another. 

This phrase, in the masculine form— a man to his 
brother— iyccvoH also, in connection with ^n?5 ttf'^?^* 
literally, a m^an, his companion^ in four other in- 
stances: Exod. 32. 27, Isaiah 19. 2, Jer. 31. 34, and 
34. 17. To show its meaning in this connection, also, 
I need cite but one of the passages: Exod. 32. 27, 
" And Moses said to all the sons of Levi, go throughout 
the camp and slay every man his brother y and every 
man his companion, and every man his neighbour,^ 
•^As the tribes did not intermarry, and the sons (tf 
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Levi were directed to slay none but persons belonging to 
the other eleven tribes ; it is obvious that the phrase a martj 
his brother, when thus connected, has no allusion to a 
brother by consanguinity ; but denotes as elsewhere 
wie mauj another, or perhaps, from the repetition of 
tbt. thought, one man, several others. 

The similar phrase in?'1 ttTlj^, a man, his com-* 
panion, in the masculine form, occurs in nineteen in- 
stances: Cren. 11. 3, and 7, Ex. 18. 7, and 16, and 21. 
18, Judges 6. 29, Ruth 3. 14; 1 Sam. 10, 11, and 20. 
41, bis; 2 Kings 3. 23, and 7. 3, 6, 9 ; 2 Chron. 20. 
23 ; Esth. 9. 19, 22 ; Isaiah 3. 5 ; Jer. 36. 16, and 46, 
16 ; Mai. 3. 16.— In the feminine form, Iffl^yi nWHt 
a woman, her eompcmion, it occurs in four instances i 
Isaiah 34. 15, 16; Jer. 9. 20; and Zech. II. 9. In 
each of these instances its precise meaning is one, 
another. 

The similar phrase Itl*^??? W'^^y a man, his neighs 
bmir, occurs in I^v. 19. 11, and Lev. 26. 17 ; and in 
both signifies one, another. That it has the exaet 
meaning of T»n^ ©-«, a man, his brother, is proved 
from its use in the latter instance : in Lev. 26. 14, " Y« 
shall not oppress one another, ^^ Vtytk l6^\k, a man, his 
brother, and in Lev. 25. 17, « Ye shall not oppress om 
another,"^ it\^1^y 1»"»»5, a man, his neighbour. Thes^ 
three phrases, therefore, have a common meaning. 

The thirty-five instances, which I have recited, are, 
with the exception of the four, mentioned in the last 
paragraph but two, all the instances, in which the phrase 
in question occurs in the Hebrew Scriptures. In twenty^ 
five, it is in the masculine form, I'^nSt W'^fcS, a man, his 
brother; and in ten, in the feminine form, Plfinfcjt nW'H, 
« woman^ her sister. Of these, twenty-one are in the 

iO* 
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Pentateuch, eighf in £ze1pel, three in Jeremiah, one in 
Nehemiah, one in Job, and one in JoeL In thirty- 
two of these instances the phrase is actually rendered 
one another ; in one the VHth^ it is rendered /og'^/A^r, 
.which is precisely equivalent to one to another ; and in 
one^ the 26th, it it rendered, — '' Let ye go^ every man 
his brother J that is an Hebrew." — This deviation from 
the common rendering, however, was adopted,— not to 
ilKprefHS the rolationship of brother^ for the command is 
addressed to the Hebrews as a nation concerning their 
Hebrew slaves ; but to avoid an awkwardness which 
would have attended the customary rendering in this 
instance — Let ye go, every man^ another ^ that is an 
Hebrew. In thirty-four instances, then, out of the 
thirty-five, this phrase is actually rendered, and with 
absolute precision, by one to another— ^ne man to an- 
other, one woman to another, one curtain to. another, 
one wing to another, one face to another, one tenon to 
another, one loop to another, one scale to another, one 
king to another, one thing of any kind to another, 
wherever two things of a kind are brought together — 
and, in no one instance, is the word brother or sister 
thus used to express relationship by blood. In the 
thirty-fifth also, the instance in question, it is rendered 
by our translators in the margin, one woman to cm- 
other.^ 

The question then recurs, Hom are we to interpret 
this phrase, in this only remaining instance of the thirty- 

* If the English Translators had in every instance rendered the He- 
brew {ilcrotfy, by a man to hU hnAher^ or a wovnan to her sister the phrase 
would have h>ng since become natunUized in English, and have denoted 
jost what it denotes in Hebrew one to another. By thus rendering it 
in thirty-four instances and not in the thirty-fiflh, they have led the 
mere El^glish reader into sad mistakes and perplezitieai 
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five^ Xev. xviii. 18. Th^t eveij candid .mind — not 
committed either in feeling or iq tact— anust be ready 
on this evidence t^ decjde that the phrase, is a Hebrew 
idionij and denotes one poman to at^olher,! ^oAunot 
doubt. Yet before gumming up ttie eyideiice I will state 
a parallel ^ase. . * 

The parallel case is the following. In one of Cicero's 
Letters to his Son at Athens, yo« may look /or the fol- 
lowing direction — " Nunquam uxori nuhnp^^ — At thf 
first sight of this illustrious sanction of ^celibacy, many a 
bachelor will triumph ; while those single ladies, who 
read Latin, will scarcely believe their own eyes.— Afoy 
you never marry a wife! — Impossible ! Could IH^U'cus 
Tullius, — himself a married man, — write thus to his 
Son ! — ^Well might he imagine his Country, Italy and 
the whole Republic to fasten their astonished e^es upon 
him and cry out, " Marce Tulliy quid agis ? — To be 
sure of the meaning, the Bachelor consults his dictionary, 
and finds that no scholar, male or female, can deny that 
the meaning of nunquam is never, — of nubas, may you 
marry, — (or may you be married to, — ) and of uxori, 
a wife. Satisfied with the investigation, he lays down 
his Ainsworth, more confirmed in his purpose than be- 
fore — Not so fast, Sir ! — The selfish and incorrigible 
shall not triumph eternally. — Look into your Pliny ; aofl 
read, in one of his letters, an account of three of your 
own fraternity at Rome : an account, short indeed, but 
terminating in each instance with the pithy and ominous 
conclusion — " uxori nupsit .'" — Do you start, lest you, 
too, should come, by analogy, to the same end : — ^look 
a little more minutely at his account of the last of the 
three — " Non uxorem duxit, sed, O fiillacem co&libis 
spem ! uxori nupsit .'" — ^He did not take a wife ; but 
how q. baph^loj:'? hopes are blasted ! he tnarried a 
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wife! — ^Will this do? Did Pliny utter such a palpa- 
ble contradiction? — Look again into your Ainsworth, 
and under Nuho or Kror, learn your doom. — " Uxori 
nupsP — not, I have married a wife^ but — ^^ I am mar- 
ried to a wife .•" " Uxori nuherey^ " to marry your 
master^ " to get under petticoat governmentj^ " to be 
henpecked/* With this illustration, you will find Pliny's 
narratives painfully intelligible. 

I stop then to ask, whether any scholar could hesitate 
as to the meaning of Cicero's advice to his Son, when 
he had found the phrase, Uxori nubere, three times so 
used in Pliny, as to have but one meaning. Can we 
usually explain a controverted phrase by more than 
three examples, in which its meaning is clear and in- 
disputable ; or rather, when we find three such examples, 
does not its meaning cease to be controverted. 

Our inquirer, however, anxious for a different result, 
examines the other Latin classics ; and would have been 
happy, as he met the phrase in question eight times in 
Terence, and once in Plautus, in Martial, and in Ovid, 
could he have found even one instance^ in which it 
had not the same identical meaning. Looking over the 
fragments of Varro, he finds " Uxori nubere^ explain- 
ed by " Imperio uxoris parereP Ainsworth, Robert 
Stephens, Pacciolati, and all the modern lexiographers 
* agree with Varro. As a last effort he searches the pages 
of Cicero, and resolves that the Roman Orator shall 
speak for himself. Here he discovers twenty other pas- 
sages in which the phrase occurs ; but in every one it 
indisputably means to be henpecked. He also finds, 
by the help of Facciolati, that these various instances, 
amounting to thirty-four^ are, with the one in question, 
the only instances, in which the phrase is used by any 
Roman author. On these fects, I ask any unbiassed 
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man — ^What is the true meaning of " Nunquam uxori 
nubas V — To this question every such man will reply, 
^^ It is a peculiar idiom of the Latin language, having 
a meaning of its own, which is to be determined by its 
customary use, (is a phrase, among the best Latin 
writers." — Every language abounds with such idioms, 
even upon this very subject. Thus the French say, 
" La poule plus haul que le coq chante ;" — literally, 
'The ken crows louder than the cock — correctly, '• The 
grey mare is the better horse.^^ 

Let us, then, apply this rule to the case in hand. 

The controverted Hebrew phrase occurs eight times in 

Ezekiel, three times in Jeremiah, and once in Job, in 

Nehemiah, and in Joel. It also occurs twenty times in 

the Pentateuch, beside the passage in question ; and in 

each of these thirty-four instances, it is agreed to mean 

one to another, and to have no reference to relationship 

by blood. These also are all the instances in which it 

does occur, singly, in the Hebrew Scriptures ; and in the 

four instances, in which it occurs, in connection with a 

similar phrase, it is agreed also to mean one to another, 

and to have no reference to relationship by blood. This 

phrase too, and three others'^ of a similar construction, 

are the customary, if not the only, mode of expressing 

one to another, in the Hebrew. — Buxtorf expressly 

mentions the phrase as an Hebrew idiom : explaining 

the masciiline form by Unus ad alterum, and the 

feminine by Una ad alteram. With him agree Oas- 

tell, Robertson, Taylor, Eichhorn and Gesenius ; but for 

brevity, I will quote l>nly Gesenius. Under the article 

>* Two of these have been already mentioned. The third tt*^2ijS 
O^^Si^py literally man to fnan^ correctly one to another^ occurs in 1 Sam. 
il 85, and Hosea ir, 4. 
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HfcjJ, a brother, he says, "Following after W^aj^j a manr^ 
it denotes one another ; alter, alter ;*** and under the 
article tlirTft^, a sister, he says, " With rrBajt, a tromaw, 
preceding, it denotes one another; altera, altera.^^i 
—-At the same time, there is scarcely an idiom of the 
Hebrew, the meaning of which can be determined by 
thirty-four clear indisputable examples of its use ; and 
except this, there is not an instance in the Hebrew or 
any otb^ language, in which the meaning of a given 
phrase can be proved to be idiomatic, by. thirty-four 
such examples, with no opposing example of a different 
meaning, whose true meaning has been — I will not say 
controverted, but — for a moment doubted. Why it 
has been doubted in this, is obvious. On these facts, 
every unbiassed mail wiU say, that the phrase in ques- 
tion is an Hebrew Idiom ; and that, in Leviticus xviii. 
18, it has the sams meaning as every where else, — 
denoting, '* Neither shalt thou take one woman, or one 
wife, to another, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness 
beside the other, in her hfe-time/* 

But we have not yet done with this passage. The 
interpretation to which those are necessarily driven, who 
favour the marriage in question, is the following: Neither 
shalt thou take a second wife, who is the sister of thy 
first wife, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness beside 
the other in her life-time : although thou mayest take 
ane who is not her sister, because that will not vex hei*, 
and her sister also, after her death. — That it would 
vex a wife, to have her husband bring home her sister, 
as a second wife, is readily admitted ; but that it would 
not vex her to have her husband bring home a second 
wife who was not her sister, — will sound oddly in the 

♦ Qibb's Gesenius, p. 23. f Gibb's Gesenius, p. 25. 
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ears at least of wives ; so oddly, that, ,ev«& in appoeir 
tion to the most extended and laborious Hebrew criti- 
cism, and in spite of a chain of syllogisms which 
Aristotle himself would pronounce without a flaw, 
they will be ready, fer reasons which all wives per- 
fectly understand, and which they feel too, to the ifery 
quickj to pronounce the interpretation, which involves 
this position, infallibly and incurably erroneausj and 
the position itself inevitably falee. Nay ao incrjpdulous 
and incorrigible are they on this one point, that were 
they told it was in the very Bible itself, not one of them 
would believe it. We will then examine tl^ position on 
its own merits. 

Were the idea of Incest whdly out of the question ; 

were Polygamy also lawful ; and were a married woman 

mader the necessity of seeing a second wife brought 

into the house as her partner ; I have no hefiitation to 

believe that cceteris paribusj dbe would prefer a sister t^ 

a stranger. Without pretending, however, to any peou* 

liar knowledge of the female heart, I find, in the very 

nature of the case, the most satisfactcny evidence, that 

there would be far less danger of bitter rivalry between 

two sisters, than between two strangers, listers are 

usually more alike, than strangers, in person, complexion 

and features, and of course difkr leas a» to personal 

beauty. Their educatioa, habits, views, feelings, maA- 

ners, and character, have a far greater resemUance« 

Their rank, fortune, connections, friends, and &mily 

interests, are one and the same ; and of couj»e would 

never be the occasion of jealousies and quarrels. Should 

quarrels arise, the &mily ccmnedione^ instead ^f taking 

sides with one or the other, would unite to neooncSe 

theoL They ace also attached to each other by early 
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friendship, as well as by the indissoluble bond of natural 
affection. 

Let us now view the case of two females, thus con- 
nected, who are strangers. Less alike usually than 
sisters, in the endowments of body and mind ; they 
have no other point of resemblance. They are des- 
cended from different lineage, have imbibed different 
prejudices, and have been educated in different fisunilies, 
under different parents and teachers, among different 
associates, to different views, feelings, principles, habits 
and characters. They have different personal and 
ikraily friends, have no natural affection, no early 
friendship, no habits of kindness and confidence, no 
oneness of interests and wishes, to endear them to each 
other. They know each other only as rivals, in all 
which a wife can value. The first wife looks on the 
second merely as an intruder, whose only wish is to rob 
her of her husband's affection and her own influence 
and happiness. The second sees in the first a jealous 
adversary, always busy in disappointing her hopes and 
thwarting her purposes. Their feelings, interests and 
plans, are always in collision. There is nothing in the 
past, the present or the future, to take off the edge of 
jealousy, or to prevent the growth of hatred. In such 
circumstances, peace is impossible. In their personal 
quarrels, their family connections, will take ^ides. The 
relations of each will support her influence, her interests, 
and her rights, at the expence of her rival. She, who 
had the humbler birth, whose connections are the least 
respectable and powerful, who brought the smaller for- 
tune, who is the inferior in education, in manners, in 
personal beauty and accomplishments, in mental en- 
dowments and acquisitions, who is either without child- 
ren^ or has the smaller number, or those of the least 
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promise, wifl never be allowed to forget her disadvantage. 
Who' does not see, in all these distinctions, perpetual 
sources of jealousy and hatred. Yet while two sisters 
escape them almost all. they also feel the numerous 
and powerful inducements to harmony already recited. 
Far indeed am I. from suggesting, that these induce* 
ments would be sufficient. In the house of Polygamy^ 
harmony cannot reside. Still it is obvious, that the 
causes for rivalry and contention, between two sis^ 
ter.% would be incomparably fewer, than between two 
Hrangers, Thus, in examining, on its own merits, 
the position, necessarily taken by thoser whom I oppose, 
— That it will not vex a wife, if her husband marries 
a second wife^ who is not her sister ; we perceive that 
it is obviously false ; nay, that the very reverse of this 
position is true ; and that the causes of vexation would 
be far greater than if he married her sister. 

But it is said, with confidence, that the Scriptures 
have furnished us with a Narrative, relating to this 
subject, in the marriage of Jacob with Rachel and 
Leah, which fllustrates and supports this position. As 
this case is constantly and confidently appealed to in sup- 
port of this interpretation, we will examine it with at- 
tention. The result of the examination will prove, if I 
mistake not, that, although there were many causes of 
rivalry arid contention in the case of Rachel and Leah, 
which would not ordinarily attend, the marriage of two 
sisters; still, even in that cftsfe, there was fax less of 
rivalry and contention, than exists in the marriage of 
two women who are not sisters. 

Rachel was young, and, to the eyes of Jacob, very 

lovely, when he first saw her, at the well of Haran. At 

this interview, Jacob's gallantry and manly spirit, and 

Bachel's courteousness and personal beauty, inspired 

11 
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ihem with a imiiaal afiectioo, not often paralleUed for 
its ardour or its strength. He served Laban seven years, 
Ibat he might receive Rachel as his wife ; '^ and they 
teemed to him but a few days, for the love that he had 
to her." — ^' And Jacob said unto Laban, ,^ Give me my 
wife ; for my days are fulfiUed.' . And Laban gathered 
together all the men of the place, and made a feast 
And in the evening, he took Leah his daughter; and 
brought her to Jacob, instead of Rachel." The mar- 
riage ceremonies of the country rendered such a decep- 
tion not only possible, but easy.-— What, during that 
night, were the feelings of Rachel iowarck Leah ! Her 
husband, betrothed to her for seven years, and inex- 
pressibly endeared by his affection and tenderness, cruelly 
stolen from her, at the moment so long anticipated by 
her with cheerfulness and joy, by him wkh impatience 
and transport :— stolen from her without his knowledge 
or consent, and with the agonizing mistake on his part, 
(hat herself was then with him : — stolen by a sister 
whom Jacob had never loved, by a sister who had 
jEcaudulently supplanted her in her bridal bed ! — " And 
it came to pass that, in the morning, behold it was 
Leaka^r — ^What was the anguish of Jacob's mind, 
when he rose up in the morning, and said unto Laban, 
" What is this, that thou hast done to me ? Did I not 
serve thee for Rachel 1 Wherefore hast thou beguiled 
me?" — Who can wonder that <* Leah was hated" by 
Jacob, or that Rachel was still more tenderly loved. 
Who could wonder, if Rachel had despised Leah, or if 
Leah had been envious, of Rachel. Surely it needed 
all the strength of sisterly affection and parental influ- 
ence, to save them from unceasing jealousy and rancour. 
— What then was the fact ? — The story- is told us in 
Gcen, xxix. 31, — xxx. 21. Yet we find no recital of 
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ttiujaninHm bidkermgs, or of peculiar unhappinees. Wfe 
are-stmpij told that Jacob at first hated Leah, and loved 
Bochel; that Rachel envied Leah her chfldren, and 
iBaid jto Jacob '' Give me children, or eke I die ;" and 
that when Rachel asked Leah for the ihiit brmight by 
Reuben firom.Che field, she replied, '^ Is il a small matter 
that thou hast taken my husband ; and wouUest th(A . 
taker my son's mandrakes also ?" 

But we b&ye another case of poly^my in the Scrips 
tures, that of Eilkanah of Mount Ephraim, who had two 
wives, Hannah and Peninoafa, who were not sisteffl. 
Hannah, like Rachel, was loved by her husband, and 
like her had no children. Peninnah, like Leah, had 
childten, and, like her, triumphed over her associate. 
No two cases could be more nearly parallel. . Peninnah 
however, had not supplanted Hannah on the bridal 
night. The distress of Hannah is described in 1 Sant 
i. 1, — ^ii. 11. I refer the rea^r to the two caseiit, as de- 
tailed at length, with perfect confidence that the vea:€h 
ii0H8 of Hannah were &r more intense than those of 
Rachel. 

. Let him particularly notice the appearance of Hannah 
in the temple : '^ And when the time was, that^Elkanah 
oi^ered, he gave to Peninnah his wife, and tb* M her 

• eons and daughters, portions ; but unto Hannah he gave 
a worthy portion, for he loved Hannah, but sfiMi had no 
ehildren. And her adversary also provoked her sore, 4br 
to make her fret, because she had no children. And he 

* did so year by y^r. When she went up to tl<e house 
of the Lord, so she provoked her ; therefore she wept, 
mai did not eat. Then said Elkanah her husband to 
ber < Hannah, why weepest thou ; am I not better to 
thee than ten sons V*^o Hannah rose up, after they 
bad eatea in Sbiloh, and after they had drunk : (now 
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E!li the priest sat upon a seat, by a post of the temple of 
the Lord :) and she was in bitterness of soul, and prayed 
unto the Lord, and wept sore. And she vowed a vow, 
and said, ' O Lord of hosts ! if thou wilt indeed look on 
the affliction of thine handmaid, and remember me, and 
Mol forget thine handmaid, but wilt give unto thine 
' handmaid a man-child ; then will I give him unto the 
Lord all the days of bish life, and there shall no razor 
come upon his head.' — Now Hannah she spake in her 
heart, only her lips moved, but her voice was not heard : 
therefore Eli thought she had been drunken. And EU 
said unto her, ' How long wilt thou be drunken ? Put 
away thy wine from thee.'— And Hannah answ^ed 
and said, ' No, my lord ; I am a woman of a sorrowftd 
spirit ; I have drunk neither wine nor strong drink ; 
but have poured out my soul before the Lord. Count 
not thine handmaid' for a daughter of Belial ; for out of 
the abundance of my complaint and grief have I spoken 
hitherto.' " 

Here, then. In the house of Elkanah,^ where the two 
wives were not sisters, we find the distress introduced 
by polygamy incomparably more intense and agoniz- 
ing, than in the house of Jacob. This too was the 
&ct, though the circumstances of Hannah and Rachel 
on the one part, and those of Leah and Penionah oa 
the otheiY were generally the same ; and though the 
oxiginal substitution of Leah bade fair to kindle in the 
mind of Rachel an irreconcilable hatred. But what is 
the position under consideration — That it will vex a 
wife^ if her husband marries her sister ; but that it 
wUl not vex her, if he marries a stranger. In other 
.words, the polygamy of Elkanah was no cause of 
^ri^f or vexoition to Hannah ; she was perfeotljf «^n> 
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tinted and happy under it, because Peninnah was 
fiot her sister ! ! 

I appeal then with confidence to every reader, mate 
as well as female, that the position assumed in this in- 
terpretation is false ; and that the interpretation repre*- 
sents God as assigning both a foolish^ and a fal^ 
reason, for the permission of polygamy. Examined on 
its own merits, therefore, it proves to be erroneous.* 

Our investigation of Lev. xviii. 18, and of the inter* 
pretation of it to which we €u*e driven, if we admit mar- 
riage with a wif^s sister to be lawful, viz.—- iVei^Acr 
shalt thou take another vnfe^ who is the sister of thy 
first wife^ to vex her, to uncover^ her nakedness beside 
the other in her life-time^ although thou mayest take 
one who is not her sister ^ because that will not vex her, 
and after her death, her sister also — ^has brought ud 
then to the following results : 

1. Polygamy was expressly prohibited by God ill the 
Original Law of Marriage, on account of its immoral 
tmdency ; has been shown to have been unlawful to thd 
Patriarchs and under tbe Levitical code ^ and is declared 
by Christ to be adultery. 

2. The Law of incest, in expressly forlndding mar- 
riage between a brother's wife arid a husban'd^s bro- 
ther, just as certliinly forbad it between a sister's hus- 
band and- a udff^s sister, as in expressly forbidding 
marriage between a rtephew and an annf, or between a 

* Mohammed had either too much reverence, or too much senae, to 
assign so foolish and so false a reason for forbidding a man to marry 
his wif^9 sitter. As he authorized polygamy, he prohibited this mar- 
riage simply on the account of the incest In thus comjMmng the re- 
spectiTe claims of the institutions of Mohammed, and those of the sys^ 
tem which we oppose, to the character of purity and ^ven of common 
decency, it is painful to find in every case that the prophet of Mecca 
has the advantage. 

11* 
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mother and a son, it fwbad it between an unde and a 
niece, or between a. father and a daughter. If we deny 
this, we must also deny that equals are equal. 

3. The Law of incest in expressly forbidding mar-- 
riage between a man and his collaterals of the second 
dkgree by afiinity, declares the propinquity between 
them to be so great, as to render marriage between 
them unlawful; and yet this interpretation makes it 
declare the propinquity between a man and his wife^s 
sister, a collateral of the^r^^ degree, and of course (me 
degree nearer than they, not to be do great as to ren- 
der marriage between them unlawful : in other words, 
that the less is greater than the greater. 

4. If we deny the unlawfulness of this marriage, we 
are also compelled to admit that under the Levitical Law 
of incest a man had a right to marry his own daughter^ 
and his own grandmother; and that these marriages 
are now right. 

5. The reason, expressly assigned in the Law, why a 
brother^s wife may not marry a htisbancTs brother 
after the husband^s death is that, on account of the 
propinquity, such marriage is '' an abomination ;" and 
yet the reason assigned in this interpretation, why a 
sister^S husband may not marry a wife^s sister, during 
the lifetime of the unfe, that is why he may not have 
two sisters for wives at once, when the propinquity iaiden- 
ticallythe ^afTt^'jisthatit will vex the sister whom he mar* 
ried first ! We cannot chargesuch trifling onaLawof God. 

6. A minute and careful exajnination of every pas- 
sage in the Scriptures, in which the controverted phrase, 
a man to his brother f.ot a woman to her sister occunr, 
has shown that the words brother and sister in this 
phrase have no reference to relationship by blood ; and 
that the phrase itself denotes uniformly one to another^ 
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and, in the given passage, one woman to another^ or 
one wife to another, 

7. The position assumed in the interpretation — that 
it vnll not vex a wife^ to have her husband take ano- 
ther wife, who is not her sister, has been shown to be 
not only ridiculously foolish, but certainly and palpably 
felse. 

Hence, until we are prepared to admit a construc- 
tion of a public statute of the Divine Law, which re- 
peals the Great Original Law of Marriage, given by 
Grod to the whole Human Race, on purpose, as he him- 
self tells us, to promote morality and religion among 
men ; which, in opposition to the whole tenor of Scrip- 
ture, permits Polygamy, though God himself declares 
it to be immoral in its tendency ; which assigns for this 
repeal and this permission, a reason at once foolish and 
fiilse ; which declares a given degree of prq)inquity to 
be less than another degree, to which it is mathemati-? 
caUy equal, and to be less than several other degrees, 
which with mathematical certainty are greater than it : 
in other words, that equals are not equal, and that the 
less is greater than the greater ; which makes it law- 
ful under the Levitical Code for a man to marry his own 
daughter and his own grandmother ; and which re- 
quires us to reject a meaning of a Hebrew idiom, sup- 
ported by thirty-four clear examples, and to adopt one^ 
which has not a solitary example to support it ; we 
must reject the proposed construction, and conclude 
that Lev. xviii. 18, is a simple prohibition of Polygamy ; 
that it does not remotely affect the Law of incest ; and 
that the prohibitions of that Law are just as we have 
stated them, in our examination of its several provisions. 

We are thus brought to the Second General. Ques- 
tion, 
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II. Is THE Law of incest now in force 1 

It is singfular, as well as moititying, that in a Chris- 
tian country, it should be necessary to discuss the ques- 
tion — Whether it is right for a man to marry his mother 
or his daughter ? — Yet principles, involving a negative 
answer to this question, have been, in the progress of 
this controversy, frequently advanced, and maintained. 

If any of the prohibitions of the law of incest are 
now in force, they are all in force. No Statute, repeal- 
ing a part of the Law and confirming the rest, has ever 
been published. There is nothing, plainly, either in 
the Old Testara^st, or the New, which designates indi* 
Tidual prohibitions, as appticable exclusively to the Is* 
raelites, or which intimates thai the Gentiles were to 
be bound by gi^ne of them, and not. by others. There 
is nothing too, in the nature of the case, which enabled 
us to adopt a part, and reject a part. The BiblCy to 
those, who receive it as the word of Gkid, is the oniy 
rule of feiith and practice. If the BiU^ pronounce? In^ 
cost a sin, as practised by us ; to us it is a sin. If it 
does not pronounce it a sin. as practised by us ; to us it 
is not a sin. The ffible teaches us ^' all things nBce»« 
ssrvy for life and godliness ;" and we are not left to the 
light ofvature, to determine what is, and what is not, 
a sin. The light of nature, abo, teaches nothing dsfi-r 
trite on the subject. Those nations, wfaioh have not 
possessed the BMe, have not usually regarded Inoest 
as a sm; and those which have, have. never agmed 
with each other as to its extent. It was obviously no 
sin, in the immediate sons of Adam and Eve, to many 
their sisters ; and, if God had not prohibited incestuous 
marriages, it would have been always equally lawful. 
Impressions and prejudices growing out of education, or 
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traditions or national customs, are here wholly destitute 
of authority. Our own desires and passions are no 
criterion of right and wrong. The feet, that I feel no 
wish to marry my mother , or my sister, does not prove 
it to be wrong ; and the feet, that I feel a wjsh to marry 
my wife's sister, or my wife's niece, does not prove it 
to be right. The decisions of no individuals, as well as 
of no bodies of men, whether legislatures, courts, or 
councils, can have the least authority, in constituting 
any marriage a sin, which is not pronounced a sin by 
the Law of God. If they could ; the same act would be 
a sin in one age, in one country and one church, and a 
righteous act in another. If, then, the prohibitions of 
the Law of Incest are not all of them now obligatory, it 
is perfectly right for a man to marry his sister, his 
daughter, or his mother. To the great body of the 
community, this single consideration will render the re- 
mainder of the discussion unnecessary. 

In attempting to prove thai the Law of incest is now 
binding, we are met in the threshold with various diffi- 
culties arising from the fact thai it was a part of the 
Levitical Law. These need to be disposed of, before 
we offer any direct proof that it is now obligatory. We 
are constrained therefore, in establishing this point, to 
commence with negative evidence ; and afterwards to 
piresent that which is direct and positive. 

I. The fact that the Law op Incest is a 

PABT OE THE LeVITICAL LaW, IS NO OBJECTION TO 
ITS BINDING FORCE. 

The Levitical Law consisted of two great divisions : 
the Ceremonial or Ecclesiastical Law, and the Civil or 
Municipal Law. 

Those, who urge this objection, have alleged, 
•itber^-7%a^ the Law of incest was a part of the 
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G$remanial Law ; or^ 7%a/ it wns a part ef the CvM 
Law of Israel ; ox-^Thai^ if the Law itself is bind^ 
ing^ so ts its Penalty. 

I. The objectioQ, that the Law of Incest is a part of 
the Gereroonial Law, furnishes no evidence that it is not 
now obligatory. 

The Ceremonial Law was the Constitution 
OF THE IsRAELiTisH Church : establishing its Priest-* 
hood and Ritual, its Ceremonies and Observances. It 
had nothing in it of a moral nat;ure,|was never binding 
except on the Israelites, and was expressly abrc^ted as 
to its binding force on them, by its Divine Author at the 
commencement of the Christian Dispensation. 

That the Law of incest is a part of the Ceremonial 
Law, is argued on the following grounds. . 

1. That the nameless crime forbidden in Lev. xviM; 
19, and xx. 18, is clearly a mere* ccvemonial offence ; 
and that, as the crime of Incest is found in the same oon-* 
nectioB, and in the isame chapt^s with it^t must there- 
fore be a ceremonial offence. 

Were we. to admit the crime in question to b« a cete^ 
menial offence ; the ikct^ that it is mentioned in the same 
connection, and in the same chapters, with Incest, would 
not prove that Incest is a ceremonial offence. In Lev. 
xviii. and xx. are mentioned in precisely the same con- 
nection, the seven crimes of adultery, polygamy. Incest, 
the crime in question, sodomy, bestiality, and saerificmg 
one's own children to Moloch ; and, in the 20th chapter, 
the two additional crimes of idolatry, and cursing a pa* 
rait. These are all prohibited, under the penalty of 
death. The erime of bestiality, also is mentioned do 
where else, but in these two chapters and ^i Exodus xadi; 
19*; whereas Incest is prohibited in two other chapters 
of the Pentateuch. > But the fact, that the crime in ques^ 



*» 
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tion id found in the same connection with«the crime last 
mentioned, and with adultery, idolatry, sodomy, the curs^ 
log of a parent, and the sacrificing of one's children, does 
not prove that they were ceremonial ofiences ; and, of 
course, it does not prove that incest was such an of]^nce. 

In Lev. xix., prohibitions of idolatry, stealing, cheat- 
ing, lying, perjury, profanity, fraud, robbery, slanden 
adultery, and profanation (^the Sabbath, are found inter- 
mixed with clauses, prohibiting tlie gendering of diverse 
cattle, the mingling of diverse seed, the wearing of lin- 
sey-woolsey, the rounding of the corners of ihe head, the 
marring of the corners of the beard, the cutting of the 
flesh, and the marking of it for the dead : — the latter 
all indisputal>ly ceremonial offences : — yet this faet does 
not prove, ihat the former were offences of that charac- 
ter ; and of course, were this true of Incest, it would fur- 
^ nish no evidence, that it was a ceremonial ofience. 

But the position, continually taken for granted, that 
the crime in q^tion was a mere ceremonial offence, is 
wholly denied ; and would those, who thus take it for 
granted,, attempt to prove it, they would find it no easy 
task. That it was not sueh an offence, is evident from 
various considerations. 1 . It had no connection, near or 
remote, with any part of the regulations of the ceremo- 
nial law. 2. The punishment, death, proves that it 
was not a ceremonial offence. Severe punishments 
were indeed threatened in various cases, to those, who, 
being ceremonially unclean, should venture to appear in 
that condition ijt the tabernacle^ and engage in ike 
tiforskip of Gfod ; but death is never we believe threat- 
ensd for Ceremonial uncleanness merely, v£r for any o^ 
fence merely e^emonial. 3« -The nature of the case 
proves it to have been an offence of a very difibrent char-' 
acter. Were any individual to ask hiitiself the question ,* 
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•Why are sodomy and bestiality, crimes of so enormous 
a magnitude ?— the answer would probably be, That 
tbey both imply, and produce, a moral degradation and 
brutism so entire and hopeless, that he, who can commit 
them, proFes himself, ipso fdcto^ hopelessly abandoned. 
The same is true of the crime in question ; and, could 
the Jhct be fully ascertained, I am satisfied that it would 
appear, that savage nations, and those civilized nations, 
which have been grossly licentious, have far more exten- 
sively regarded the latter crime with instinctive loathing 
and abhorrence, than either of the former, particularly 
than the first. 4. The nine crimes, recited above, are 
expressly mentioned, in Lev. xviii. and xx. as the crimes, 
for which the Canaanites were exterminated. That these 
crimes differ from each other, in their degrees of enormi- 
ty, is certain; yet they are all recited by the Divine 
Jjaw-giver, without distinction, as the causes of that 
extermination — "For in all these, the nations are 
defiled, which I cast out before you ; and the land is 
defiled : therefore do I. visit the iniquity of the land upon 
it, and the land itself vomiteth out her inhabitants." 
These crimes are all coupled together ; and, for the. com- 
mission of the crime in question, as truly as of the other 
eight, it is declared, that the Canaanites were cut off. 
But, if so, it certainly was not a Ceremonial offence : for 
the Canaanites could no more commit such an offence 
than we can, as they were never und.er the Ceremonial 
law. 5. The character given of this, in connection 
with the eight other crimes, proves that it is not a ceremo- 
nial offence. It is declared, with them, to be " an ini- 
quity " "a Und-defiUng sin," ^^ an abomination," and 
" an abominable custom ;" and that, as^committed by 
the Canaanites, as truly as by the Israelites. This could 
not have been said of a ceremonial sin. 6. In Ezekiel 
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Xxii. 10, it is declared that the Jews, by their repeated 
commissions of this very sin, and of murder, idolatry, 
oppression, incest, and adultery, had proved themselves 
so hopelessly abandoned, that God would scatter them 
among the heathen, and disperse them among the 
countries. 

2. It is alleged that Incest is a Ceremonial ofience, be- 
cause it is not prohibited in the Moral Law, or the Law 
of the Ten Commandments. 

The Seventh Commandment of the Moral Law either 
prohibited all unlawful sexual intercourse^ or it pro- 
hibited nothing but adultery in the strict sense, — If it 
prohibited all unlawful sexual intercourse^ as Incest 
wa& such intercourse, it prohibited Incest ; and Incest, 
therefore, was not a Ceremonial oflfence. — If it prohibited 
nothing but adultery in the strict sense, then it did 
not prohibit fornication, rape, sodomy or bestiality. But, 
in that case, the fact, that these four crimes are not pro- 
hibited in the Moral Law, does not prove them to be 
ceremonial offences ; the same fact, therefore, does not. 
prove Incest to be a ceremonial offence. 

3. It is said that the Law of Incest is not revived in 
the New Testament, and that of course it is a part of 
the Ceremonial Law. What the fact is, in this case, 
we shall see hereafter. At present, it will be sufficient 
to remark, that the laws prohibiting rape and bestiality 
are not revived, nor is either of these crimes alluded \Oj 
in the New Testament. Yet this fact does .not prove 
them to be ceremonial offences ; and, of course, if it 
were ^ &ict, it would not prove Incest to be such an' 
offence. 

4 That Incest is a Ceremonial Offence, is argued from 

12 
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the Decree of the Council of the Apostles, Elders, and 
Brethren, held at Jerusalem. 

We have an account of this Council in. the 15th 
Chapter of the Acts.* It was convened at Jerusalem, 
A. D. 52, to decide the question, Whether it was need- 
ful to circumcise the Gentile Converts, and to com- • 
fnand them to keep the Law of Moses? In this 
Council, Peter supported the negative side of the ques- 
tion. Afier observing that God had chosen, that the 
Gentiles should hear the Go^l through his mouth, 
and believe ; and that God, who searches the hearts, 
had borne witness to the Gentiles, giving the Holy 
Qjxfdi to them even as to the Jews ; and had put no 
difference between the two ; he asks, fNow, therefore, 
why tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck of 
the disciples, which neither our fathers nor we were 
able to hear 7 As the observance of the rite of Circum- 
cision, which was a Ceremonial rite, and a very painful 
one, was the point in question ; and as Peter, in address* 
ing an assembly of Jews on that point, calls the law of 
Moses, which enjoined* k; "a yoke, which neither we 
nor our fathers were dhle to bear,^^ it is most obvious 

* # 

that he is sp6aking of the Ceremonial Law, and of 
that exclusively. Plainly, it is impossible, that Peter 
could have called the observance of the Moral Precepts 
of the Levitical Code " a yoke, which neither we nor 
oViX fathers '^^^^ ^^^^ ^^ bearP — After this, when Paul 
and Parnabas had declared to the Council " the miracles 
and wonders which God had wrought among the Gen- 
tiles by them," James, who was obviously the President 
of the Council, gave his own opinion. After alluding to 
the calling and actual coaversion of the Gentiles, as a 

* Acts XV. 6 — ^29. 
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glorious fulfilment of the prophecies relating to that 
event, and of the original purpose of God concerning it, 
he says, " Wherefore my sentence is that we trouble not 
them, which from among the Gentiles are turned to God : 
Biit that we write unto them that they BhstBinfrompollu^ 
tians of idols, and front fornicationy and from things 
strangled, and from blood.^^ — To this the Council ac* 
ceded ; and addressed letters in the name of the apostles, 
elders, and brethren, to the Gentile Converts in Antioch, 
Syria, and'Cilicia, to be carried by the hands of Barna- 
bas and Palil : in which, after stating the point in con- 
troversy thus — "Forasmuch as we have heard that 
certain, which wentr out from us, have troubled- you 
with words, subverting your souls, saying, * Ye mu*1)e 
circumcised, and keep the law:' to whom we gavepO 
such commandment:" — they announce their decision 
in the following terms : — " It seemed good to the Holy 
Ghost and to us to lay upon you no greater burden thaii 
these necessary things ; That ye abstain from meats ' 
offered to idols; and fr<ym blood, and from things 
strangled, and /row fornication. From which, if y^ 
keep yourselves, ye shall do welL" — It is contended that 
the thr^e first prohibitions were ceremfjomal /• and,- of 
course,, that the subject of the fourth, *^ fornication^^^ 
and consequently the whole Levitical Law forbids 
ding unlawful sexual intercourse, and among ita 
other statutes the Law of incest, were also ceremonial. 
— To this argument we reply, 

1. The prohibition to eat blood was not setemomtd^ 
for the eating of blood never was permitted to Man, 
but was always forbidden. This will be obvious from 
the following facts'. 1. It was not lawM before the 
Flood. Ther Curse, denounced against Adam and his 
posterity, ptc^cribes their food in the following Ian- 
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gaage : " Cursed is Ihe ground for thy sake ; in sorrow 
shalt thou eat of it. — Thou shalt eat the kerb of the 
field: In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy 
breadj till thou return to the ground." They had no 
permission to eat flesh, 2. It was forbidden after the 
Flood to Noah and the Patriarchs. The first permis- 
sion given to Man to eat flesh was given to Noah : 
" Every moving' thing, that liveth, shall be meat for 
you : Even as the green herb (alluding to the grant to 
Adam) have I given you all things." But God imme- 
diately subjoins, " But flesh with the life thereof 
tphich is the blood thereof ye shall not eatP This is 
a law to Noah and his posterity. 3. This prohfi)ition 
was renewed under the Levitical Code : Lev. xrii. 11, 
14, " JVb sofkil of you shall eat blood : — For it is the life 
of all fl^h : the blood of it is for the life thereof; there- 
fore, I said unto the children of Israel, Ye shall eat the 
blood of no manner of flesh ; for the life of all flesh is 
ihe blood thereof: whosoever eateth it shall be cut qff^J* 
4. This prcdiibition is continued in this passage under 
the Christian Dispensation — God, therefore, ha^ ex- 
pressly forbidden Man to eat blood from the begin- 
ning to the end of the world. 

2. The prohibition to eat things strangled is not 
ceremonial. Animals were strangled for the purpose 
of keeping the blood in the body, to render them a 
greater delicacy. The prohibition to eat blood ob- 
viously, therefore, included a prohibition to eat things 
strangled, 

3. The command here given to abstain '^ from pol- 
lutions ofidols,^^ or, as it is afterwards expressed, ^^from 
meats offered to idols : rS^ ili*tXoi»T§tf, the sacrifices 
of idols ; cannot be considered as ceremonial. It was 
given, A. D. 52, and Paul was present The direction^ 
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of Paul to the Corinthians rdative to meats offered to 
idolsy (1 Cor. x. 25 — 29,) were written A. D. 56, four 
years afterwards. There is no discrepancy between 
them, because they relate to different subjects. The 
sacrifices to idols were so numerous, that the flesh of 
the animals, not burned on the altar, and not eaten at ^ 
the idolatrous feast, was sold in the markets, and brougl^ 
a large revenue to the priests. Of such meats P&ul . 
writes, " Whatsoever is sold m the shambles^ that eatj 
asking no questions for conscience' sake. But if any 
man say unto you, ^This is c^ered in sacrifice to idols ;' 
eat not, for his sake that showed it." — But the Council 
of the Apostles, in commanding to abstain from mecUs 
sacrificed to idolsy or front pollutions of idols^ obvi? 
ously refer to eating those meats, in an idoFs temple 
at the idolatrous feast tehich followed the saa^fk^ 
and in connection with the abominations then and 
there practised : conduct which would palpably coun- 
tenance the worship of the idol. This must be sinful 
under all circuimtances ; and the com m and prohibit 
ing i{ could not be a ceremonial prohibition.* 

* Many eommentators on this passage, (Acts xv. 5—89,) appeal M 
«s to have made for themselves and their readers, by the very eonrS^ 
^hich they have pnrsned, most df the difficulties m whieh they htfl% 
^en involved .—particularly by their comments on the two phrases lA 
verses 20 and 29, relating to HitrijUtn to OoU, The phrase, in v«i«^ 
20, is, in the Greek, rS^ iXttrynf^Mrm rSf tliixttfj from thepci- 
luUons of idols ; and that, in verse 29, rSf uimX»$urmf^ things^ or 
meaU, sacrificed to idols. They have regarded the latter phrase merely 
as explanatory of the former; whereas the former is as truly explana- 
tory of the hitter. The phrase, ri uXitrynM^rx rSt tliixm^ 
denotes literally iht a5omtiMifum«, or pottirftoiw, ofiMs, and is certainly 
a strong expression of reprobation. Now we take upon ourselves to 
•ay, and withoutfear of contradiction, that when Paul (1 Cor. x. 25— 
S&) toid theCofinthians to eat such meoto as were sold in the market, 

l2* 
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4. Had the three preceding commands been cere^ 
monial ; yet that prohibiting fornication would not 
have been of this character. If we take the word in 
its most limited sense, it surely needs no argument to 
prove, that a law, forbidding immoral intercourse 
among the unmarried, is not a ceremonialj but in the 
strictest sense a fnoral, law. 

Hence no evidence can be derived from the decision 
of this Council, either directly, or by way of inference, 
that the Levitical Law, forbidding unlawful sexual 
intercourse, and particularly the Law of incest, was 
ceremonial. What, let me ask, are immoralities, if for- 
nication, rape, sodomy, and bestiality are not — Besides; 
the Decision of the Council continues this very law in 
full force under the Christian Dispensation : and were 
we even to admit it to be ceremonial, it is still binding.* 

m 

VfWumt asking whether they had been aacrijieed to idcls ornotf and even, \f 
they found that they had been, to eat them, unless a brother was offended, 
he would never have called those meats, thus sold m the markets,- T» 

mXi ryvfi^Ttt Tstf tiietXsn^ the obominaHons ((f idols. As he declares the 
eaHng of them a matter qf perfect indifference, he could not have uAed this 
reprobatory language concerning them. Paul had no duplicity : he spake 
the same language at Corintli, and in Asia. — Should it be said that the 
hiter phrase, that in verse 29, is the phrase, and the only phrase, used 
in the Letters of the Council ; we admit it ; but those Letters were 
carried by the hands of Barnabas and Paul, who were members of the 
Council, and of course were present with the churches, at the time of 
Iheir delivery, to explain the full import of the Decree. 

♦ This account of this passage, (Acts xv. 5 — 29,) relieves it, (if we 
mistake not,) from the difficulties, which have so generally been thought 
to attend it The whole truth of the case seems to be this. The 
Apostles and Elders were consulted on the question. Whether Ot' 
tumcision and the Ceremonial Law were obligatory on the Gentiles. The 
Apostles, being aware that tlie Gentiles were .generally accustomed 
to the use of blood for food, and to eat it at their sacrifices, to regard 
things strangled as dainties, to partake of idolatrous feasts in the temples 
of idols, and to practise every species of unlawful sextud intereourse, in 
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- Among what description of offences, Incest is to be 
classed, will be seen further on. These remarks will 
be sufficient to satisfy the reader, that he, who attempts 
to class it among the offences of the Ceremonial Law, 
does so without argument or evidence. 

II. The fact, that the Law of incest was a part of the 
Civil or Municipal Law of Israel, furnishes no evidence 
that it is not now in force. 

Very vague and incorrect notions have been exten- 
sively entertained, with regard to the obligations of the 
Civil Law of Israel. Because the Law of God, as sum- 
med up in the Two Great Commandments,* and 
as somewhat enlarged in the Ten Commandments, 
has been so generally entitled The Moral Law ; many 
persons seem to have taken it for granted, that the Civil 
Law of Israel had nothing in it of a moral nature ; and 
that the offences, which it forbad, were not immoral i- 
iies. Nothing, however, can be more absolutely erro- 
neous. 

The Civil Law of Israel was the Constitution 
OP THE Israelitish State : establishing the Form 
of the Government with its Mode of Administration, 
and the Rights and Duties of rulers and subjects. The 

the most open and shameless manner, in the very temples of their 
gods, and in immediate connection with their idolatrous worship ; (See 
Tholuck's If\fluenee of Heidhenism, Bib. Repos. July, 1832, pp. 441 — 
464 ;) and knowing that the GenHU Converts would be in imminent 
danger, from long habit, and from the force of example, of continuing 
these sinful practices ; took the occasion offered by the formal reference of 
this dispute to them, while they exempted the Gentile Converts from the 
observance^ of Circumcision and of the whole Ceremonial Law, solemn- 
ly to charge them to abstain from the sinful practices here enumerated. 
Nothing obviously could have been more wise, or more appropriate. 

* To avoid a frequent repetition of circumlocutions, we shall call this 
law the Duologue, 
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forai of government actually established was a Tueo- 
CRACT ; in which JEHOVAH was as truly the acknow*^ 
ledged LORD, or SUPREME RULER, as, by the 
Ceremonial Law, he was the acknowledged GOD, or 
OBJECT OF SUPREME WORSHIP. From the 
time of the Exodus to the Coronation of Saul, about 
four hundred years, the administration of the Govenlo 
ment was committed to a succession of Stiophetim or 
Judges, (the same as the Suffetes of Carthage,) sum- 
moned individually to fill the €&ce by a Divine call ; 
and from that Coronation to the overthrow of the state, 
about /ot/r hundred and eighty years, to a Une of 
Monarchs, begun by his appointment, and continued by 
hereditary succession. The Judges and Kings were 
chief magistrates, acting under, and in the name o^ 
the Supreme Ruler, professedly acknowledging his 
authority, and bound by the Constitution and the Lawtf 
which he had established. 

The Civil or Municipal Law of Israel embraced Tv» 
Classes of Statutes: Local Statt^esj and Qtnsral 
Statutes, 

FnL Local Statutes. 

The Local Statutes of Israel were aH of a positive 
nature, were adapted to their peculiar circumstances as 
a nation, and grew, extensively, out of the great pur- 
pose or design of Grod, which they were appointed to 
accomplish. From the Exodus to the Commencement 
of the Christian Dispensation, nearly fifteen hundred 
yearsj they were the chosen People of God, set apart 
to preserve the worship of Jehovah on the Earth, and 
to prepare the way for the coming of the Meseoah the 
Saviour of the world, and for the calling or gathering 
to that worship of all the other Nations of the E€U'th. 
The Messiah was to come not only out of Israd, but 



I'M LAW Of mcBST. 141 

out of the fkmily or tribe of Judah* It was necessary, 
therefore, that the Twelve Tribes should be kept dis* 
tinct, until the coming of the Messiah ; and in accord- 
ance with this design many statutes or ordinances of a 
strictly positive, local and temporary, character were 
established, to secure its accomplishment. I will men* 
tion some of them : 

The Territory of each tribe was fixed by exact geo- 
graphical boundaries, which the other tribes could, un- 
der no circumstances, transgress; 

The Families or Clans of each tribe had their assigned 
estates in land, within that Territory. 

Marriages could be contracted only in the tribe of the 
party contracting. 

Estates could not descend to any one out of the tribe 
of the intestate. 

The Genealogies of the various tribes, and of Che 
various families in each tribe, were to be kept distinct in 
public records, each in an appointed place. 

Estates, that were sold, or mortgaged for their full 
value, reverted to the owner or his family, on the return 
of the year of Jubilee, or of every fiftieth year. 

Many other statutes of a local nature, not immedi* 
ately and obviouly connected with the accomplishment 
of this great design, grew out of the peculiar circum- 
stances and relations of the Israelites as a people. Among 
these may be mentioned the following : 

The statutes establishing the various courts, and the 
various executive and judicial officers. 

The statutes relating to leprosy, to jealousy, to the 
cities of refuge, to the interest of money loaned to an 
Israelite, to the order of the tribes in war, and to the 
division of the spoils. 

The statute authorizing the enslaving of captives in 
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war, by vay of retaliation oq the surrounding nations, > 
who enslaved the captive Israelite And the statute 
requiring the manumission of Hebrew slaves in the 
seventh year. 

It is fully admitted that these statutes, and others 
like them, are not obligatory on us. They had their 
origin, either in the designation of Israel as the peculiar 
people of God, from whom the Messiah was to spring, 
or in their peculiar circumstances and relations as a 
people ; and, as such, were obviously positive, local and 
temporary, in their character — obligatory, not in the 
nature of things, but from positive enactment merely- 
obligatory only on Israel, while the statute was in force 
— ^and in force on them, only till the close of the Leviti- 
cal Dispensation. 

Secondly. General Statutes. 

The General Statutes of the Levitical Code* are 
those, which did not grow out of the peculiar circum- 
stances and relations of the Israelites as a people, but 
out of tbe great and eternal principles of righteousness. 
They are founded on the Duologue and the Decalogue, 
and are mere illustrations or enforcements of their pre- 
cepts. They are in the strict sense Moral Statvtesy 
enjoining the duties, and prohibiting the breaches, of the 
Moral Law, Thus, these Statutes, equally with the 
Moral Law, forbid the worship of false gods, idolatry, 
and profanity ; enjoin tbe worship of the Sabbath and 
obedience to parents and magistrates ; and forbid mur- 
der, adultery, theft, perjury and coveting ; and this as 
fully, and in as direct and as general terms, as the 
Moral Law. They do more. They resolve these 
General duties and crimes into many Subordinate ones, 

* For the sake of brevity I use this phrase for tht Civil Lmo ^f 
IsraeL . . . 
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explain the nlBiture of both, and show the Oblations oi 
the former, and the<jruilt of the latter. This may be 
illustrated by several examples. The Third command 
of the Decalogue forbids Profaneness. The Levitical 
Code'^ does the same. It likewise forbids all Irreverence 
towards the name of God, his works, his word and his 
ordinances. The Fourth Command enjoins the sane- 
tification of the Sabbath. The Levitical Code also 
points out the things from which we are to abstain on 
the Sabbath, and those which we are to perform. Th« 
Fifth command enjoins the first General Relative duty 
in the order of nature, that of children to their parents* 
The Levitical Code also enjoins the subordinate duties 
of reverence, obedience, and support; the duties of Pa- 
rents towards children, involving maintenance, instruc- 
tion, government and a settlement in life ; and the mu- 
tual duties of Masters and Servants, of Rulers and Sub- 
jects, of the Rich and the Poor, of the Aged and the 
Young. The Sixth Command forbids KilUng. The 
Levitical Code explains it by forbidding murder, man* 
slaughter, suicide, drunkenness, maiming, wounding, 
fighting and assaulting. The Seventh Command for- 
bids Adultery. The Levitical Code explains it by for- 
bidding Adultery in the strict sense, sodomy, bestiality, 
incest in many forms, rape, uncleanness, fornication and 
every other species of impurity. The same is true of 
the rest. Thus the Levitical Code, in its General sta- 
tutes, is to the Decalogue, what that is to the still more 
concise summary of duty in the Duologue. The De- 
calogue is a mere enlargement of the Duologue, a brief 
commentary, made by God himself, on its provisions, 

^I here speak of the Levitical Code in its broad sense) as it ii found 
i&tiiQ Old Testftioeat at large ; which in tbroughoota Code qfLauM, 
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explaioingy m very general terms, what it eojoins, and 
what it forbids : the first four of its precepts showing us 
what is involved in Supreme love to God ; and the 
last six, what is implied in the Love which is. due to 
ourselves- and to our neighbour. In the same manner, 
the Levitical Code, in its General statutes, is a fuller 
enlargement of the summary of duty in the Decalogue, 
a more extended commentar}^, made by God himself, 
on its provisions, explaining minutely what it enjoins, 
and what it forbids. 

To return then to the Objection. It is said that this 
Code is not binding on us, because the Civil or Muni- 
cipal Law of one nation is not binding on another. 
We cheerfully admit that the Civil or Municipal Law of 
one nation, as such, is not binding on another ; and 
that, if the Levitical Code, as to its General statutes, 
stands on the same footing, with the Municipal Law of 
any other nation, — for example, with the Municipal 
Law of England, — it is not binding on us. But what 
is the fact/ The Municipal Law of England was 
enacted by the King and Parliament of England. 
When it enjoins any conduct as a moral duty, or forbids 
any conduct as a crime against morality ; — as it does 
very extensively ; — it expresses the opinion merely of 
the King and Parliament of England on that point. 
That opinion, within the realm, has the binding force 
of a law ; because, there, the King and Parliament 
have not only the right to express such opinion, but the 
power to arm it with adequate sanctions. But, without 
the realm, it is mere advice, because, there, the King 
and Parliament have no power thus to arm it ; and, 
being weak, faUible men, their decision has no authority 
over the conscience. The Levitical Code, on the con- 
trary, was enacted by Ood. When it enjoins any con- 
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.duct ae a moial duty, or forbids any coodupt as an <^ 
fence against morality, it expresses the witl, the ant ho- 
ritative sentence of Gob himself on that point. And 
aUhough this will or .sentence is expressed in the form 
of a law, within the realm of Israjel ; yet as God has 
power to arm it with the requisite sanctions of a law, as 
iully without as within that realm ; and as his will or 
sentence is always infallibly true, just and right ; wher- 
ever his will or sentence enjoins moral duties or forbids 
moral offences, applicable not to Israel merely, but to 
Man as such, and as truly to all other men as to the 
Israelites; then it is riot mere advice 'without tiiat 
realm, but has the full force of a law, and absolutely 
binds the conscience. The fact, therefore, that the Law 
of incest is a part of the Levitical Code, is no objection 
to its binding force. 

But it is said, that the Decree of the Council of the 
Apostles at Jerusalem settles this question; that tHe 
point, solemnly submitted to their decision was, whether 
it was needful to circumcise the Gentile Converts^ 
and to keep the Law of Moses ; that they decided that 
it wa^ not needfvl to keep that Law^ except to abstain 
from meats offered to idols ^ from bloody from things 
strangled^ and from fornication ; that fornication 
does not include incest : and that therefore the Law of 
incest is not now in force, — In addition to the proof al- 
ready furnished that by the Law of Moses is here in- 
tended the Cerem^onial Law^ I will suggest the follow-- 
ing considerations : 

The word fornication, at present, usually denotes in 
English, sexual intercourse between unmarried per- 
sons ; though it seems, at the aera of the English ver- 
sion of the Bible, to have been equivalent to inconti- 
nence or lewdness ; and even now can scarcely be said 
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to have wboUy dropped this meaning. But ^•^uU^ in 
Greek,- here rendered <^ fornication," is general, denoting 
all kinds of unlawful sexual intercourse, and is truly 
rendered hjr incontinence. Out of 31 instances, in 
which it occurs in the Greek Testament, it denotes /or- 
niccUion in 7, incest in 2, and inconi'mevce in 22.* In 
the Law of Divorce this mistranslation is obvious : " He, 
who putteth away his wife, except for the cause of for- 
niccUion^ and marrieth another, committeth adidtery." 
This version, according to the present meaning of that 
word, allows a divorce for fornication ccmmitied before 
marriage; but prohibits it for adultery committed 
after marriage. The true rendering is incontinence ; 
and the law directly authorizes Divorces for inconti- 
nence, either before or after m,arriagej\ 

We turn the argument, therefore, in our own favour; 
and say that ;r«^»ci«, the term used by the Council of 
the Apostles, does include incest, and all other unlatt- 
ful sexual intercourse ; and of course that the Decision 
of the Council is a direct and solemn recognition of the 
binding force of the Law of Incest ; and of all the Levi- 

*■ If the reader wishes any farther evidence, that ir^ptia means 
tadawjvi intercourse in general, he is referred to all the Lexicons. I wiU 
quote only from Schleusner: **w«^»«<« has a most extensive mean, 
ing, and signifies not only pmieati^m, debauchery, and prostitution of 
the body for the sake of gain or lust, but uncUanness of every kind^ as 
incest, adultery,^* &c. 

t So palpable is the error of the translation in this case, if we give 
the word its modem meanings that the mere English reader, probably 
in every instance, supposes the word, in this passage, to mean adultery 
after marriage. It certainly includes Mai; but it also includes incon- 
tinence before marriage. The Levitical Law was strict m this point ; 
(Deut. xxii. 14, and xxiv. 1,) and the Law of Christ, in the very term 
made use of, has respect to it 
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tical laws relating to the same general subject^ under the 
Christian Dispensation.* 

Again. Were this argument valid, it t9^uld prove 
that the solemn decree of the Apostolic Conhcil, begin- 
ning with '^ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to 
us," decides, that while the Gentiles are bound to ab* 
stain from meats offered to idols, from things strangled, 
from blood, and from fornication, they are not bound to 
abstaiorfrom sodomy and bestiality as well as incest. 

III. If the Law of Incest is binding, it does not there- 
fore follow that its Penalty is binding. 

A Law consists of a Precept and a Penalty. The 
precept enjoins or forbids some act : the penalty shows 
the consequences of disobedience. If the law be of a 
moral nature, the precept enjoins some moral duty, or 
forbids some sin. The Precept of every moral law in- 
volves two things : a Declaration of the lawgiver thiat 
the enjoined act is a duty, or the prohibited act a sin ; 
and a Command to do or refrain fiom it. Thus the 
precept of the law, " If a man lieth with his neighbour's 
wife, he shall surely be put to death," involves a Decla- 
ration on the part of God, that adultery is a sin ; and a 
Command of God forbidding it. So the precept of the 
law, " If a man lieth with his mother, he shall surely 
be put to death," involves a Declaration of God, that in- 
cest with a mother is a sin ; and a Command of God 
forbidding it. This declaration and this command are 
absolute, and are wholly distinct from tlie penalty, and 
unconnected with it. If, as in these two cases, the sin 
does not grow out of any peculiar circumstances of the 
Israelites, but out of the circumstances of all mankind, 

* To avoid repetition unde^ a following head, we are obIig;ed to pre- 
MKit tbie direct argument in this plaee. 
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and out of the nature- (rf inarria^e and sexual io^M^ 
course generally, then the declaration and the command 
apply to all men, and are absolutely universal ; and these 
two laws involve declaratid^is of God that adultery, 
and incest wilh a mother are universally sins, by whom- 
soever committed, and ^mmands of God forbidding 
aU men to commit them. The same is equally true oi 
all the other laws forbidding incest, as well as of those 
forbidding fornication, rape, and all other unlawful inter- 
course. 

Not so, with the Penalty. The Penalty of a law 
may be varied, jand that endlessly, and yet the Declara- 
tion and the Comnjand, involving the principle of the 
law, not be changed. When God has once declared 
these various kinds of intercourse to be* sins, the princi- 
ple of these laws can never change, until Qod repeals the 
preceptive part of the laws, and authorizes that, which^ 
as bis law now stands, he declares to be unlawful inter- 
course. But in fixing the Penalti/ of these laws in the 
Levitical Code, he merely declared, in each case^ his owa 
views >^f the degree of the sin, and the &ct, that the 
penalty actually annexed, was, in the then existing cir- 
cumstances of Israel, the proper one for that people, to 
continue as the penalty of the given law among them, 
until he should change it. But he made no declaration 
thai it was the proper penalty for these crimes, in other 
nations in difierent circumstances. By affixing the pen- 
alty of death, he showed the mus to be very heinous, 
and the Israelites from the example of the surrounding^ 
nations to be in great danger of committing them. The 
penaUyj therefore, has nothing to do with the declara- 
tion, or the command — i. e. with the precept or princi- 
ple of these laws. If God, in the time of David, had 
changed the Penalty of these laws from death to im^ 
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prisonment for ten years, and in the tintie of Hezekiah 
to a fine of five talents of silver ; these changes of the 
Penalty would not, in the slightest degree have affected 
or altered the Precept of the law. It would under each 
change, have contained a declaration on the part of 
God that the act was a sin; and a command of God 
not to commit it. The supposed change in the penalty 
would have been a mere declaration, on the part of God, 
that, at the time when it was made^ a m,ilder punish- 
ment was sufficient to prevent transgression. 

If any proof were wanting of the soundness of the 
position here contended for, it might be derived from a 
comparison of any of the Laws of the Lievitical Code 
with those of the Decalogue. Both codes forbid mur- 
der, adultery and stealing. The former Code annexes 
the penalty of death to murder and adultery, and that of 
fourfold restitution to stealing. The latter annexes no 
penalty. And yet each law in the two Codes contains 
identically the same declarations of God, that the 
respective acts are sins, and identically the same com- 
mands of God not to com>mit them. 

It is not true, therefore, that, if the Law of Incest is 
binding, its Penalty is also binding. All, that we learn 
from the penalties of the Levitical law annexed to 
various crimes, is, that, if they cannot be prevented with- 
out a penalty equally severe, we have the sanction of 
God for annexing it. I need not add that, if this ob- 
jection had any weight, it would lie with equal force 
egainst the laws forbidding rape, sodomy and bestiality, ^ 
as against the Law of Incest. 

Having thus ascertained, negatively, that the Law of 

incest is not a part of the Ceremonial Law ; that it is 

not one of the Local statutes of tlie Levitical Code : that 

13* 
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the fiict of its being one of the General statutes of that 
Code is no evidence that it is not stili in force; that the 
Council of the Apostles did not abi^igate its obligation 
on the Gentiles ; and that, tf the Law of incest iti^lf is 
in force, still its penalty is not therefore tnnding; we 
proceed with the direct argument : 
U. The Law op incest is stu'st as binding on 

THE Gl!:NTfLfiS, AS IT WAS ON ISRABL. 

In proof of this we observe, 

I. The Levitical Code, as to its General Statutes, is 
binding on the Gentiles. 

In this respect, the Levitical Code; as to its Geneitti 
Statutes, stands on the same high grotind, with the 
Duologue, and with the Decalc^e. These two laws 
Me an expression of the will of Grod, made to the realm 
of ' Israel. Since their first promulgation, they 'have 
xiever been promulgated anew, in the form af lawB. 
Chrut, when consulted by two Israelites stUl under the 
law, as to their own duty, did indeed acknowledge the 
binding force of the first of these laws and of the sec- 
ond table of the second ; but he did it incidentally, in pii- 
yate conversations casually occurring, and without any 
repromulgation of either ; and, id doing so, he refers 
to their original solemn promulgatioii byGod as evi- 
dence of their binding force. 

Wkj/y then J are these laws binding' on cUl other net- 
tions? Plainly for the following reasons :— They are 
au expression of the will of God, m the form, and ac- 
companied with the sanctions, of a Law, enjdming spe* 
cific moral duties, and forbidding spedfic crimes agadnat 
morality : Though communicated originally to Israel, 
they did not grow out of the peculiar circumstances or 
relaiions of Israel, as a people, but out of the relations, 
which they sustained as Men, and as Subjects of th^ 
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Divme government : The Duties, which they enjoin, 
are when perfonnecl, ias excellent, and the Crimes, which 
they forbid, are when perpetrated, as odious, in the case 
t)f a Gentile, as of an Israelite : The laws themselves 
are, in every respect^as much adapted to the circun^ 
stances and relations of the one, as to those of the other : 
and the Reasons given for the laws are alike, and equally, 
applicable to both : For example, it was no more ex^ 
cellent, in a?i Israelite, to love the Lord his God with 
all the heart, or his neighbour as himself, or to keep the ^ 
Sabbath, or to honour his parents ; and no more odious 
m him, to worship false gods, or to bow down to idols, or 
to kill, or commit adultery, or steal, or bear false witness, 
or covet what was his neighbour's, than it is in a Gen- 
tile: Hence we conclude that the Duologue* and the 
Decalogue, as an expression of the will of God, are as 
obligatory on other nations, as they were on Israel. 

But, in all these respects, the Levitical Code, as to al- 
most all, if not all, its General Statutes, goes an all 
fours with these two laws. I say almost all, because 
it is barely possible that there may be a few statutes of 
a moral nature, qualifying more general laws, which 
were adapted only to the peculiar circumstances and re- 
lations of the Israelites. If there were any such, that 
very feict shows that they were binding only on them ; 
land they are to be regarded as excepted from any re- 
marks, which may be made respecting the General 
Statutes of the Code. — Like those two laws, the Leviti- 
cal Code, as to its General Statutes, was an expression of 
the will of God, made to Israel. Since its first promul- 
gation, like them, it has never been promulgated anew 
in the form of a law. As Christ acknowledged th^ 
binding force of the Duologue, and of the second tabl^ 
of the Decalogue, but not that of the first table ; so' 
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Christ, and Paul and James acknowledge the binding 
force of several of the statutes of the Levitical Code, 
under the Christian Dispensation.*— 

Why, then, is the Levitical Code binding on all 
other nations 7 Plainly for the following reasons : It 

^ tn the fifth of Matthew, Christ, after declaring, " Tliink not that I 
am come to destroy the Law ; For till heaven and earth pass, one jot 
or tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled,** explains 
what he means by Iht Law, by quoting two commands from the Deca- 
logue ; and three commands from the Leyitical Code : acknowledging 
both, as the Law, of which he spmke. The Law respecting Divorce in 
the Levitical Code, was, as we have seen, an alteration of the Original 
Law of marriage. To save the wife from exposure to cruelty, in that 
early and semi-barbarous state of society, Moses had given the hus- 
band, in certain cases, the right of divorcing the wife. Christ, ao- 
Jcnowledgtng the Mosaic Law to be in full force, repealed a part of this 
statute of Moses, and took away the right of divorce, except in case 
of incontinence. He thus admitted that, if he had not repealed a part 
of the Levitical law of divorce, it would have been binding. Another 
statute, relating to vows, he comments on, by discountenancing vows 
in all cases as a practice not adapted to the new dispensation. A third, 
relating to retaliatum, founded on the principles of strict jusHee^ he re- 
peals, for the same reason, and enacts another, more conformed to the 
principles of henevdenet. Paul alludes to the law respecting Sodon^^ 
in LeviL zriii. 28, and Lev. zx. 13, as obligatory under the Christian 
dispensation, as well as to the law, in Deut. xxv. 4, which forbids us 
tol muxtU the ox, that treadeth out the eom, James refers to the sta- 
tute, in Levit. xix. 13, respecting keeping back the wages qf hired 
lahom'ers! and to that, in Levit. xix. 15, which forbids rejpecf to per^ 
sons in judgment; as both in full and binding force. Jude (verses 7, 8) 
refers to the general law against lewdness or undeonneit,— and particu- 
larly to the Section forbidding one of the two grossest crimes against 
purity, — ^as now obligatory. These are some of the instances, in which 
the New Testament treats the General Statutes of the Levitical Code, 
as in full operation. Indeed, the attentive reader of the New Testa- 
ment will find it written throughout on the supposition, that every part 
of the Levitical Law, as to its General or Moral precepts, as well as 
the Old Testament generally, is absolutely obligatory upon mankind ; 
and on no other supposition, are the Scriptures a complete and per- 
fect rule of faith and practice. 
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18 an expression of tlie wiM of God, in the Sdrm, and ac- 
companied with the sanctions, of a law, enjoining spe- 
cific moral duties, and fcfrbidding specific crimes against 
morality : Though communicated originally to Israel, 
it did not grow out of the peculiar circumstances or re- 
lations of Israel as a people ; but out of the relations, 
which they sustained as Men j and as Subjects of tfiB 
Divine government : The Duties, which it enjoins, are, 
when performed, as excellent, and the Crimes, which it 
forbids, are, when perpetrated, as odious, in the case of 
a Gentile, as of an Israelite : The Law itself is, in every 
respect, as much adapted to the circumstances and rela- 
tions of the one as to those of the other : and the Rea* 
sons given for the Law are alike, and equally, appUcaUe 
to both : For example, it was no more excellent, in an 
Israelitej to reverence, obey, and support, his parents, 
or to maintain, instruct, govern and settle, his children, 
or' to perform feithfuUy the duties of a master, or a ser* 
vant, of a ruler or a subject ; and no more odious in him 
to exhibit irreverence towards the name, the works, tho 
word and ordinances, of God ; or to be guilty of murder, 
manslaughter, suicide, drunkenness, maiming, wound- 
ing, fighting and assaulting ; or to be guilty of adultery, 
sodomy, bestiality, incest in any of its forms, rape, un- * 
cleanness, fornication, and any other species of impurity ; 
than it is hi a Gentile : Hence, with regard to the Le^ 
vitical Code, as to the Preceptt of its General Statutes, 
as ftilly, and, itr the very same reasons, as with regard 
to those of the Duol(^ue and to those of the Decalogue, 
we conclude, that that Code, as an expression of the 
Will of God, is as obligatory on other nations 89 k was 
on Israel. 

II. The Law of Incest is strictly Moral in its nature. 

If this position can now need proof, the proof is easfly 
furnished. 
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The design of the law is wholly, and in the highest 
sense, Moral. The design of the Law of incest will be 
elearly seen, by comparing it with the other laws regu- 
lating Sexual Intercourse. That the Design of the Law 
of Marriage— .one man with one woman — was moral, 
will probably be admitted. But if not, God expressly 
declares it : " And wherefore did he make one ? That 
he might seek a godly seed :" — In other words, thai he 
might secure and promote godliness or piety ; and 
prevent the universal and hopeless immorality, which 
grows out of polygamy and promiscuovs concubinage* 
The design of the law forbidding fornication was to 
prevent immoral intercourse in the unmarried ; of 
that forbidding adultery, to prevent immoral ttUer- 
coures in the m.arried ; of that forbidding^ rape, to pre- 
vent im^moral intercourse accompanied with violence ; 
of that of two other laws, to prevent immoral inter- 
course of the grossest kinds ; and the design of the 
Law of incest, to prevent immoral intercourse in fa- 
milies. If any law, then, can be regarded as a Moral 
Law, the Law of incest is of this character. 

in. The Law of Incest is just as applicable, and just as 
necessary, to the Gentiles, as to Israel, and is therefore 
binding on the former as truly as on the latter. As Incest 
was in itself, no more odious, in an Israelite, than it is in 
& Gentile, so the reasons, assigned for its prohibitition, 
were no more powerful, and extended no farther, in the 
case of the former, than in the case of the latter. The 
reasons aligned for the Law of Incest are Propin^ 
quity, and the preservation of Purity in families ; 
and these reasons are identically the same in both cases. 
For example : An Israelite was just as near, by con- 
sanguinity, to his grandmother, and his mother, to fak 
daughter and his granddaughter, to his sister, to bis 
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aunt) and his niece ; and just as near, by affinity, to his 
grandfather's wife, and his wife's grandmother, to his 
Other's wife, and his wife's mother, to his son's wife, 
and his wife's daughter, to his grandson's wife, and his 
wife's granddaughter, to his brother's wife, and his 
wife's sister, to his uncle's wife and. his wife's aunt, to his 
nephew's wife and his wife's niece ; as a Gentile is : and 
it was no more necessary or desirable to preserve, and there 
was no more reason to fear the loss of, purity, in the family 
of the one, than in that of the other. And still more 
particularly ; Because, in cases, where marriage ceases 
to be incestuous, unlawful commerce ceases to be in- 
cestuous, also ; and because a brother's widow, a wif^s 
sister J a nephew^s widow, and a wife's niece, come 
into the family on the footing of sisters and nieces by 
blood ; there is, and unhappily there is found to be, as 
stern, and unbending, and pervading a necessity, in 
Gentile lands, to guard the purity of these connections, 
by all the sanctions of a law of incest, as there was, or 
could have been, in the land of Israel. Hence, as God 
declared that the propinquity, between an Israelite and 
his sister or niece, was so great, as to render their inter- 
marriage incestuous, and as their propinquity was 
mathematically the same as that between a Gentile 
and his sister, or ?iiece ; I therefore conclude unhesi- 
tatingly and with mathematical certainty, that their 
propinquity is so great, as to render their intermarriage 
incestuous. Hence, also, as God declared that the pro- 
pinquity between an Israelite and his brother's widow, 
or his toife^s sister, or his nephew^s widmo, or his 
wife^s niece was so great, as to render their intermarriage 
incestuous ; and as their propinquity was mathematically 
the same, as that between a Gentile and his correspond- 
ing connections ; I therefore conclude, unhesitatingly 
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and with mathematical certainty, that their propinquity 
is so great, as to render their marriage incestuous. 

The law of incest, therefore, contains the sotemn 
DedaratUm of God, when acting as a Legislator on 
the given subject, — a tleclnration to Man as such, 
not limited, but absolutely universal in its nature, and 
reason, and rule, and application. — that the degree of 
propinquity between a man and a woman, in each cme 
of the cases specified in the Law of incest, and in one 
just as truly as in another, is so great, as to render mar* 
ri^e between them incestuous ; and a solem,n Com- 
martd from God to Man not to contract marriage 
within any of those degrees. It has, therefore, all the 
binding' force, which can be given to a Law, by the au- 
thority of God ; and is always and absolutely obligatory 
on every child of Adam. 

IV. Incest was recognized as a crime, before the Le- 
vitical Law of Incest was published. 

As committed by the Canaanites, before the fjromul- 
gation of that law, it is declared by God to have been 
<'an abomination,^ " an iniquity," "an abominable cus- 
tom," and " a sin that defiled the land." This is said 
of every one of the prohibited degrees, and of one as 
truly as of another. In the very forcible language of 
Moses, referring to Incest and eight other crimes, and 
to all indiscriminately and alike, it is thus characterized : 
In all these, the nations are defiled, which I cast out 
before you ; and the land is defiled : therefore, do I 
visit the iniquity of the land upon it ; and the land itself 
vomiteth out her inhabitants : for they committed all 
these things ; and therefore I abhorred them." 

The extermination, spoken of in this passage, was 
obviously a judicial punishment. Punishment is the 
manifestation 6f the displea^sure of a ruler for diso- 
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hedience to a law* A law cannot be disobeyed before 
it exists. A law, prohibiling incest and the other eighi 
crimes, a law, too, binding the Ganaanites and the otbef 
nations, existed, therefore, before the Levitical Law of 
incest was given. A law, also, cannot bind, unless tl 
be known; for if it be unknown to an individual, to 
him it does not exist. Unless, therefore, we are ready 
to charge on the Lawgiver of Israel the gross in- 
justice of inflicting condign punishment, for disobedience 
to an ex post fcLCto law, — conduct which has been the 
peculiar inlGsimy of Nero and Caligula — some General 
Law, prohibiting Incest and the Qther eight crimes, not 
only existed^ but was knoton to the Ganaanites and the 
other nations, by tradUion^ or otherwise, before .the 
promulgation of the Levitical Code. Laws prohibiting 
Incest, and the other eight crimes, were therefore pro- 
mulgated to mankind, at a very early period of the his- 
tory of the world. 

We cheerfully admit that we cannot specify the time 
of their enactment, or the manner and circumstances of 
their promulgation. But the reason is obvious. The 
history of mankind before the Deluge, and after the De- 
luge until the Exodus of Israel from Egypt, or upwards 
of twenty five hundred years, is exceedingly brief, and 
is made up almost exclusively of narrative. The only 
laws given to Adam, which are even remotely alluded to 
by Moses, are the Law of the Sabbath, the Law of Sa- 
crifices, the Law of Marriage, the Law directing him to 
live on the Fruits of the Earth, and the Law forbidding 
Murder. The only laws given to Noah and his de- 
scendents, to which Moses either directly or indirectly 
alludes, are, the law requiring the murderer to be put to 
death, the Law authorizing Animal Food, and forbid- 
ding the eating of blood, the Law of clean and unclean 
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lieaste in sacriike, the Law of Paith, and die Law of 
Cifcuincision, (both given to Abraham) the Law forbid- 
ding Sodomy, and perhaps the Law of Family-woiBhip. 
Tet how few of the datiea which we owe to God or 
Man, of of the sins which we are liable to commii 
against either, are here included. Here for example we 
find but one law rdating to injuries to the person, and 
not one relating to property, or to injuries to reputation. 
Prom the rery nature of the case, therefore,— as society 
could not commence without laws on these subjects, and 
as the early society of the world was not savage^ but 
wholly civilized, — we know that laws necessary to the 
welfare of society were originally given by God to 
Han. The same is true of all the laws forbidding sex- 
ual impurity. The 18th and 20th chapters of Leviticus, 
in recording the fact, that the nations of Canaan were 
exterminated for the nine crimes therein mentioned — 
and among them for adultery, incest, sodomy, bestial- 
ity, polj^aray and nncleannssf^, — have furnished higher 
evidence, that laws prohibiting those crimes were early 
given to Man, than Moses has furnished us of the early 
promu^ation even of any of the general laws recited 
above, except three given to Adam, relating to marriage, 
to vegetable food, and to murder ; and three given to 
Noah, relating to murder, to animal food, and to the 
eating of blood. We have therefore the highest war- 
rant for asserting, that laws forbidding Sexual Impu- 
rity, and among them a Law forbidding Incestuous 
Marriages, were very eariy promulgated to Mankind ; 
mid that for known disobedience to these laws, and to 
the other three referred to in these two chapters, the na- 
tions of Canaan were exterminated. 

V. Incest is directly recognized as unlawful in the 
New Testament. 
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1* John the Baptist's declaration to Herod provee k 
to be unlawful. Herod and Philip were brothers. He- 
rodias had beett married to Philip, and had afterwards 
been divorced. We are told, that, when Herod had 
married Herodias, his broths Philip^s wife, John told 
hkn, " It is not lawfiil for thee to have her." — It wouU 
have been lawful, if Herod had not been PhiHp'a bro- 
dier. It was the Incest therefore, that rendered the 
marriage unlawful. -> Herod, we Sidmii, was a Jew. 

2. Paul's treatment of the incestuous p^rsoa at 
Corinth proves, that Incest is now unlawful. The 
incestuous person had married his step-mother.^ Paid 
qpeaks of this connection with the utmost abhorrencB] 

* It has been-auppoaed, I know, that the son was not married to the 
atep-motber. Paul thought otherwise. His language is "that one 
should have his father's wife," or " stepmother." The phrase to hoot 
a woman, denotes, in the Scriptures, to have her as a vf^e. Thus Matik 
6. 8, and Matth. 14. 5, ** It is not lawful for thee to have thy brother 
Philip's wife ;" Matt. 22. 28. " Whose wife shall she be of the 8eYen«for 
they alt had her ;** John 3. 29. *< He that hath the bride is the bride- 
groom;" 1 Cor. 7. 10, 12, 29, "If any brother hath a wife that belier- 
eth not" — "Let every man have his own wife; and let every woman 
havt her own husband" — '' They that haoe wivea, aa thooi^ they had 
nane.** The only setmiag deviation from this rule is found in John 14. 
18. The Samaritan woman had had five husbands, and professedly 
had and was believed Isy her neighbours to have the sixth. Christ 
nadeto her the startling and overwhelming disclosure, '*He whom 
thou now hoit — i e. as a husband — is not thy husband :" In other 
words, " He, whom thou now professest to have aa a husband^ is not thy 
husband." Probably the idea, that the son had not married the step- 
mother, arose- from the use of the word fomicaium in our version. The 
reader will recollect that thia word is general, and denotes aduUery and 
fneut as well as every species of unlawful sexual intercourse. If the 
father, as those whom we oppose insist, was living, srs^f (/« cannot de- 
note /omtcsHon in the modem sense. If the son was not married, on 
the ground which they take, it denotes adultery. If, as is dear, he waa 
married, still the marriage waavtterhf void; and, on the ground whieh 
m take^ it denotes ineeiliimf «Mtor|f. - 
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a crime **not so mvch a^'vamed among the Geit^ 
tilesj^ and dkectg the CorinihiaD Churcb to excomrncr- 
nicate " that wicked person.^^ The reader, in order to 
feel the full force of Paul's language, should read the 
last 15 verses of the let Chap, to the Romans. He w^ 
there find Paul's actual opinion of the Gentile world, 
"graven, as with the pen of iron and the point of a 
diamond." After the perusal, he will be prepared to 
realize in some measure, what must be that crime, and 
particularly what must be that species of hnpurity, ia 
the view of Paul, which, to use his own language, la 
"such impurity, as is not so much as named amoag- 
the Gentiks.^' But, according to those whom I oppose^ 
if the father had been dead, as no marriage is now in* 
cestuous, the son would have been guilty of no crime at 
all I and, if the father was living, as no intercourse is 
now incestuous, he was guilty merely of adultery^ in 
marrying another man's wife. But what says Paul? 
The identical crime which he charges upon him is not 
the crime of adultery^ but the crime of marrying his 
fcUher^s wife : a connection, which,, he says, '* is not so 
much as named among the Gentiles." If Paul had 
not considered it a greater crime, in the son, to marry 
his father^s wife, than the wife of another many he 
could not have laid the whole stress of the charge upoa 
the feet, that he had married his fathm^s wife. If he 
had considered the incontinence of the son as amounting 
t0 nothing more than adidtery, he could not have said 
with the least shadow of truth, that it was a crime <^not 
80 much as named among the Gentiles." The man, 
who wrote the first chapter of Romans, knew the Gen^ 
tiles too well, and was too honest a man, to make such 
aq assertion, {lad it been true, that adultery was a 
crime '^no^ sq much as named among the Genlilea^'^ 
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the Heathen CreDtiles of that age woidd have wo&def- 
fuUy surpassed, in purity, not only the Jewsj but the 
Christian Grentiles of that and of every following age^ 
It was then the Incest^ involved in the connection be- 
tween the son and the stepmother, which the Apostle 
thus deeply reprobated; and on which he laid the 
idiarge of this enormous guilt. Incest, then, was a 
crime, and a crime of singular enormity, in a Corinthian, 
under the Christian Dispensation. 

3. The Decree, made by the Apostles in Council at 
Jerusalem, in the name of the Holy Ghost, contains, as 
we have seen on a previous page, their solemn decision, 
issued to the Churches, that the Law of Incest, as well 
as the whole Levitical law relating to impurity, is biud«- 
ing in all its force under the Christian Dispensation. 

4. The account given by Paul of the abominations 
of the Gentiles, in Romans L, is a distinct recognition 
of both these laws as now obligatory. — Paul was a Jew, 
writing to many Christian Jews at Rome: and used 
language in a sense to which Jews were accustcMned — 
The Levitical Law, and the Old and New Testaments' 
generally, class adultery, incest, and the two groissest 
crimes against purity, as well as those ai less turpitude, 
under the general term uncleanness.* The account 
given of the Gentiles, by Paul, in Romans L is as foli- 
lows : '^ God gave them up to unckannessy through the 
lusts of their own hearts." — ^He exemfdifies this general 
charge by a specification of one of the two groeseat 
crimes against purity, included under the name unclean- 
ness^ as shamelessly perpetrated by both males and fe- 
males. He then represents them as filled with aU for- 

* This is familiarly the fact, in the writiogs of Paul See pai-tico- 
larly 2 Cor. xii. 21, Gal. ▼. 19, £ph. iv. 19, and v. 3, aad CoL iii. 5. 

14* 
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'Htcaii&n (•••^wf) — all leivdnes9iyc itnpnrUy. Thoraf, 
he not only represents them as guilty of all the various 
crime? against purity included under the terms, unclean- 
ness and ffful^ both of which include incest ; and spe- 
cifies the shameless practice of one of the two grossest 
criofies against purity, as proving the truth 6^ the gene- 
ral charge ; but pronounces all these offences, included 
ooder those terms, to be enormous sins, as committed by 
GeiHiles. This he does after the Levitical Dispensa- 
tion was closed; and thus distinctly recognizes the 
whole Levitical law, forbidding uncleanness or lewd-, 
ness in all its forms, — and particularly the Law of la- 
cest — as absolutely obligatory as to its precepts under 
the Christian Dispensation. 

VI. If the Law of Incest be not binding on the Gen- 
tiles, neither is any part of the Old Testament. The 
Old Testament was addressed to Israelites and not to 
Gentiles : why then is a great part of it binding on the 
latter? The only answer is. That it consists of Truths 
and Duties^ which are in no sense more applicable t0 
the former, than to the loiter. For example : the pro- 
position, " The Lord reigneth ;" and the precept, " Fret 
not thyself because of evil doers f were uttered in form 
to Israel. Why then do they affect us 7 Because the 
truths contained in the proposition and the precept and 
the duty growing out of the former, as well as that prer 
scribed in the latter, were given by God, our Almighty 
Governor, are wholly of a general nature, are just as 
applicable to our case as to that of Israel, and are just as 
important and necessary to us as they were, to them. 
All these, as we have seen, are equally true of the Law 
of Incest. As the same may be shown of every other 
truth and duty of the Old Testament ; it follows that 
the truths and duties contained in the I^aw of Incest are 
just as binding on the Gentiles, as the rest of the Old 
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* Testament. The sanf^ might be shown, also, as to 
ifiahy of the instructions of Christ in the Gospels. 

From these considerations it is clear, thai the liaw of 
incest is as binding on the Gentiles, as it was on Israel. 

To this^course of reasoning, and to the conclusion in 
which it . results, the following objections have been 
offered. * . 

1. It is alleged that Incest is a mere offence by pos- 
itive statute, and therefore cannot be malum in se, a 
crim^ in itself, or in the nature of things ; but is 
merely malum prohibitum. 

In support (^rthis position it is alleged, 1. That In- 
cest was no crime in Cain, Abel and Seth, and the 
oth^r sons of Adam, who were under a moral necessity 
of marrying, and whose duty it was to marry, their 5ts>- 
ters. 2. That it was made the duty of an Israelite, in 
certafin circumstances, to marry his brother* s wife, — But 
it is said, that God cannot place his creatures under a 
moral neces^ty of committing, still less can he make it 
their duty to commit, a crime in its own nature, or 
malum, in se. Hence it is concluded, that Incest k 
merely malum prohibitum. 

The application of the phrases m^cUum prohibitum 
and malum in se, to human laws is intelligible ; but, 
when made to the laws of God, seenis not to be logical 
or happy. To bury a corpse in any thing but wooU \ 
len, is an offence forbidden by the laws of England, 
under a penalty of twenty pounds, and is an instance of 
malum, prohibitum, ; because it is not an offence by the 
laws of God. Murder, adultery, stealing and lying, 
whether forbidden by human laws or not, are sins ; 
because they are forbidden by the laws of God, and are 
therefore mala in se. 
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The phrase, a crime in the nature of things, also 
needs explanation. Actions are right or wrong, in the 
original and highest sense, according to their tendency 
to produce good or evU, happiness or misery ; and 
God, as he himself abundantly assures us, has respect 
to this tendency, in what he commands, and in what he 
forbids. In weighin^^ the tendency, of moral acticmsi 
and thus deciding on their rectitude or obliquity, we of 
course take, and we are compelled to take, the nature of 
tilings, as it actually exists, and cts we actually find 
it. Whether it was originally possible for the Alm^hty 
Creator to have given things in such a sense a different 
and opposite nature, and so to have constituted things, 
that those actions, whose natural and uniform tendency 
b now to produce Misery, should have been reversed 
in their nature, and haveliad a natural and uniform t&fk- 
dency to produce Happiness ; and that those actions, 
whose natural and uniform tendency is now to produce 
Happiness, should have been reversed in their naturei 
and have had a natural and uniform tendency to pro- 
duce Misery : For example, Whether it was originally 
possible so to have constituted things, that Enmity to 
God, leading to the worship of fiilse gods and of iddb ; 
Irreverence, leading to profanity and blasphemy ; Im- 
piety, to the profenation of the sabbath ; Fiitai impiety^ 
as resulting in disobedience to parents : Malice, as exhib* 
ited in violence and murder ; Lust, in fornication, adol^ 
tery, incest, rape, sodomy and bestiality; Coveting, m 
theft, fraud and robbery ; and the Spirit of Fabehood, 
in lying and perjury ; should have had a natural and 
uniform tendency to produce Happiness : and that Love 
to God, as shown in owning, reverencing and worship- 
ping, him ; Filial piety ; Benevolence ; Purity ; Equity ; 
and the Spirit of truth ;— in their appropriate actings ; — ^ 
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dhoiild have had a natural and uniform tendency to pro- 
duce Misery ; — And, to go stiH further back, even to (he 
remotest possible point in the metaphysics of Ethics^ 
Whether, in a still liigher sense, it was originally possi- 
ble for the Almighty Creator to have given things prime- 
vally^ in such a sense a different and opposite v attire, 
and so to have constituted things, that that, which is now 
Happiness, should have been Misery, and that thiity 
which is now Misery, should have been Happiness : 
— Are questions of " high prior* " speculation, which do 
not fairly meet us, in a practical examination into the 
nature and causes of actually existing Laws. We know 
indeed, I admit, with absolute certainty, if we certainly 
know any thing ; (and, with no impeachment of abso- 
lute Omnipotence, but, on the contrary, with the highest 
reverence, we may say that We certainly know ;) that 
there are certain points in Physics which no exertion 
of Physical Omnipotence, no possible physical constitu- 
tion of things, could bring to pass : — for example, that 
two and two should equal Jive ; that whatever is, is 
not ; that a thing should he, and not be, at the same 
instant; and .that the three angles of a triangle 
should "be more or less than two right angles. And 
we know with equal certainty, that there are certain 
points in Ethics, which no exertion of Moral Omnipo- 
tence, no possible moral constitution of things,, could 
bring to pass : — for example, that enmity to God, bias- 
phem,ous irreverence, impiety, m^alice, and wilful 
perjury, should be right. Yet, should there be any, 
whose optics arc not sharp enough, or telescopic enough, 
to see the truth of this latter admission clearly, we will 
not stop, as it is a mere concession, as well as for other 
obvious reasons, to make it more clear. Even they 
however can see, and will admit, that, if the moral n^- 
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ture of God be now right, until it works a total change ki 
iiael^-^fio that it becomes the very opposite c^ what it now 
is — and a similar change in the very nature and essence 
of all moral things ; no supposable law, emanating from 
God himself, could make these things right. — Thus £9ir 
we concede to the objector. 

But when we come to mere External ActSy taken 
separately from the spirit from which they flow, and 
not necessarily involving either moral rectitude c^ obli- 
quity in the agents, we can make no such concessions. 
We know of no such acts, which God may not, in the 
exercise of infinite wisdom and goodness, either permit 
or forbid, or which be may not permit at one time under 
one set of circumstances, and forbid at another. Should 
this be denied, the proof is at hand ; — If there be any 
mere External Acts, in such a sense wrong, tha^ God 
consistently with his own holiness cannot, under any 
circumstances, command them ; it will be agreed that 
Killing a prisoner of war, in cold blood ; Exterminat- 
ing a whole nation ; and Sacrificing one's own child -, 
are such acts. — Let us then look at facts. 

Agag, king of Amalek, surrendered himself as a pris- 
oner of war to Saul. Samuel the prophet, acting under 
the express direction of God, put him to death. 

The, commission to exterminate the Ganaanites ran 
thus : " And when the Lord thy God shall deliver them 
before thee, thou shalt smite them, and shalt utterly de- 
stroy them ; thou shalt make no covenant with them, 
nor show any mercy to them."* And again, " Of the 
cities of these people, which the Lord thy God doth give 
thee for an inheritance, thou shalt save nothing alive 
that breatheth, but thou shalt utterly destroy them."t 
This was a command of God to exterminate men, 

♦ Dent. vii. 2. t I>eut. xx. 16, 



TRE LAW OF INC1S8T. I6t 

women and children, to seize tbeir country, and to take/ 
possession of their property; and it was executed by. 
Joshua. 

God commanded Abraham to offer his son, his only, 
son, Isaac, as a burnt-offenng, on Mount Moriah. In a 
case of all cases the roost agonizing, the Patiiarch, with 
views whollydifferentfrom those of the objector,— instead 
of stopping to ask. Whether the act were not of such a 
nature, that God, consistently with his own hdiness, 
could not, under any circumstances, command it, — heard 
the command, bowed in submission to Him who gave it, 
and obeyed. Rising up early in the morning, he took his 
son, the heir of promise, and went to the place, of which 
God had told him. " And Abraham built an altar there, 
and laid the wood in order, and bound Isaac his son, 
and laid him on the altar upon the wood. And Abraham 
stretched forth his hand, and took the knife to slay his 
son." Just as the life of Isaac-was on the wing, a Voice 
from heaven said unto him, '' Lay not' thy hand upon 
the lad ; neither do thou any thing unto him." What 
was the nature of this conduct 7 — '' Murder !" says the 
objector ; '^ an Act, which God could not license, consist- 
ently with his holiness !" — What said the Voice from 
Heaven ? — "Now I know, that thou fearest God ; seeing 
thou hast not withheld thy son, thine only son, from me." 

Had these acts been done without a Divine command, 
the first would have been a treacherous ctssassincUum ; 
the second, a wanton butchery of men Ufomen €md 
children ; and the third, a coldblooded murder of an 
only son. Having been done with that command, they 
met a bigh reward from the hands of God. God, how* 
ever, in conamanding these oeto, did not command them 
to be performed with malice or the spirit of murder^ 
any more than be commandB the exercise of that sfMiift 



168 TKS LAW OF mCBST. 

■ in the execution of a murderer. Had he done so, — if 
we may be justified for one moment in making the hor< 
rible supposition, — clouds and darkness, infinitely deeper 
and more awful than the blackness of darkness itself, 
would have quenched the glory of the Ma-jesty on High ! 
The ground therefore, taken by the objector, cannot 
be correct ; for it leads to consequences, at which he him- 
self will revolt. 

*' The Maker justly claims the world he made: 
In this, the right of Providence is laid." 

Life is his giflf ; and he may take it back, at what 
time, in what place, under what circumstances, and by 
what means, instruments, or agents, he pleases. If the 
command to destroy it, in a given case, certainly pro* 
ceed& from him ; what, in other circumstances, would 
be murder^ becomes an imperious duty. While, 
therefore, as at present advised, we cannot admit, that 
even a command of God could justify im,piety^ or bias-- 
phemy^ or malice, or perjury ; we claim, with perfect 
consistency, and on grounds which cannot be shaken, 
that mere External Acts are not in such a sense wrong, 
that God consistently with his holiness, cannot, under 
any circumstances, permit or command them. 

The subject of Marriage and that of Sexual Inter- 
course stand precisely upon this footing. From the very 
nature of the case, all commands relating to them roust 
be in one sense of a positive nature. When God had 
created one man and one woman, " he had,' says Ma- 
lachi " the residue of the spirit ;" — i. e. he had the spirit 
of life remaining in himself, which he could hs^e im- 
parted to any additional number of females, and thea 
given them to Adam. When he had thus made them, 
instead of instituting Marriage — the union of one man 
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with one woman — ^he might have instituted Polygamy j 
or he might have simply said to Adam and his sons, as 
he said to the inferior classes of animals, ^^ Increase, and 
multiply, and replenish the Earth," and thus left them 
to a Promiscuous Intercourse. But he made (me wo- 
man only, and then gave Adam and Eve the Original 
Law of Marriage, binding all their posterity. That 
Law was strictly positive in its nature, as resulting 
from a positive command. Still, in its design, in its 
binding force, and in the duties which it involves, as well 
as in the violations, to which it is liable, it is, as we have 
seen, in the highest sense moral. Yet, in revealing his 
will to Maukind, respecting one important division of 
the general subject of marriage, viz. Divorce, God, at 
three different periods of the history of Man, has 
given three wholly different Statutory provisions con- 
cerning it. The Original Law of Marriage did not 
allow of Divorces, in any case whatever ; and no pro- 
vision was made for its dissolution but by death ; and 
thatj had man been willing to do his duty, was indis- 
putably the only right law for the Human Race. This 
state of things continued upwards of twenty-Jive hun- 
dred years. The Levitical Code authorized the hug- 
band, " if his vrife found no favour in his eyes, because 
he had found som,e uncleanness in Acr,"to give her "a 
bill of divorcement," which wropght a dissolution of the 
marriage. This Code was given in a semi-savage state 
of society ; it was, as we have seen, to protect wiv^s, from 
the cruelty or " hard-heartedness " of alienated hus- 
bands, in such a state of society, that this legal provision 
for their relief was made This state of things contin- 
ued for nearly fifteen hundred years. Christ abro- 
gates a part of this provisioii of %ht Levitical Code^ and 

16' ■-•' : • ••• 
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allowB of divorce in a single case — that of incontinence^ 
Hence, under the Christian dispensatiixi, divorce for any 
cause except incontinence, followed by marriage with 
another, is adultery ; while, under the Levitical, it was 
lawful for various other causes ; and yet under the Patri- 
archal, even the divorce for incontinence, as well mm 
every other, if followed by marriage, was adultery. Yet 
these changes in the Law of marriage, or the Great 
Law regulating Sexual Intercourse, do not prove that 
that Law is not in the strictest sense a Moral law. N<Mr 
would the objector hence argue that fornication, adul- 
tery, rape, sodomy and bestiality, were not mala in sSj 
immoralities, crimes in their own nature, but merely 
fnala prohibita, offences created by statute. 

This is equally true respecting the Law of incest. The 
£Eu^ts that Cain, Abel and Seth, lawfully married their 
sisters, and that an Israelite, in certain circumstances^ 
might lawfully marry his brother* s wife, fall just as fiir 
short of proving, that Incest is not malnm in se, an 
immorality, a crime in its own nature. God has a right 
to give us what positive laws he pleases. When he has 
forbidden a given act, the wilful commission of that act 
is a sin, and that in every case. When we know hv 
positive commands, our business is not to ask, " Why," 
or "Wherefore," but simply to obey. And if we do 
otherwise, we must meet the consequences; 

Again, This argument might have been urged by 
an Israelite under the Levitical Code, with just as much 
force, as now by the objector. Wishing to marry his 
niece or his sister, he might have said, 'Incest is 
merely an offence by positive statute, and npt a crime 
in itself, or in its own nature. Cain, Abel and Seth, 
and the other sons of Adam, married their sisters from 
the very necessity of the case. There is no sin, there- 
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fore, in my manying as I wish.' . Wheu brought to 
his trial, for iHreaking the Law of Incest, what would 
Moses have said to him, in reply to such a plea? What 
Moses w6uld have said to him, a greater Lawgiver 
than Moses will hereafter say to the man^ who now 
breaks the Law of Incest. 

2. The Practice of incest, among the Patriarchs and 
Israelites, is alleged, against the bindii^ force of the Law 
of incest 

Without repeating the answers to the argument from 
Practice, inr the Essay on Polygamy, and in a former 
part of this Essay, we will inquire into the actual Ex- 
tent of the practice. Abraham married his half sister. 
Lot's two: dai^hters committed incestuous rape with 
their father, after they had made him drunk for the 
purpose. Jacob married two sisters, under circum- 
stances^ which have been considered at length. Thamar 
committed incestuous fornication with Judah, her 
father-in-law : he not knowing her to be his daughter- 
in-law. Reuben committed incestuous adultery, if so it 
may be called, with Bilhah, his father^s concubine. 
'Amram married his father* s sister. Amn<Mi commit- 
ted incestuous rape with his half-sister. Absalom.coro- 
mitted incestuous rape with ten of his fcUher's concu- 
bines, on th» house*top, in the sight of all Israel If we 
except the terrible denunciations against the inhalnt- 
ants of Jerusalem, in Ezek. xxii., for the shameless com- 
mission of this crime, and the story of the destniotioQ 
of the Canaanites already recited, and the case of the 
sons of Adam, which was lawfiil marriage, the above is, 
I believe, a full history of Incest in the Old Testament 
We have here, then, three cases of incestuous marriage, 



IIS TBE tA,w or mcjssr. 

thirteen instances of incestuous rape, one of incestuoW 
fornication, and oTte of incestuous ^o^i-aduitery. 

Probably no argument will be attempted, in fevour 
of the lawfulness of Incest, either from the eases, or the 
characters, of Absalom, Amnon, Reuben, Thamar, or 
the two daughters of Lot. We know of Amrara, only, 
that he married his aunt, and lived with his country- 
men in Egypt, under no regular government The 
case of Jacob has been fully examined* To those, who 
rely on any, or on all, of these cases, for their justifica- 
tion, I have only one suggestion to make : In the day 
of trial, when asked by the Judge, " Why did you com- 
mit Incest?" do you intend to answer, ^Because Jac€d> 
did it ^^ or "Because Amram did it;" <»r, "Because 
the two daughters of Lot, and Thamar, and Bjeuben^ 
and Amnon, and Absalom did it.'^ 

But the case of Abraham is worth tenfold more thas 
all the rest. He was the father of the faithful, anA 
the friend of God. Yet be married his half-sister. — 
To those spiritual descendents of Abraham, . then, the 
Levites of the present day, who have married their 
toife^s sisters ; and who, allying that his incest was 
a case of consanguinity, while theirs is a case of mere 
affinity y intend to give the venerable man a lower place 
on the scale of obedience, than they take themselves ; 
we beg leave, before the arrangement is permanently 
fixed, to suggest the following considerations : Abra^ 
ham, when he married Sarah, was a heathen,. and ao 
idolater, living in Mesopotamia, in the midst of heathens 
and iddaters ; who, if we may judge from the conduct 
of their heathen and idolatrous neighbours^ the Cana^ja- 
ites, were fiir from being over-scrupulous on the subject 
of marriage, and incest, and all the other varieties cf 
leiaial intercourse. They profess to he Christians^ aud 
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live in a Christian oommunity, the great body of whom^ 
even now, notwithstanding the influence of Levitical 
example, still regard the marriage they have contracted 
as iDcestuous. — SarcJi, at the time specified, if we may 
believe the testimony of one of her distinguished de« 
scendents — the apostle Paul — " was very fair ;" so fair, 
that, to this day, her singular beauty is celebrated in all 
the East ; so fair, that, even when the spring-time of 
beauty was past, she arrested the practical attention of 
powerful monarchs. Their wif^s sisters— i^i be it 
from us to speak disparagingly of them, on a point of so 
much interest— are doubtless beautiful also ; but, their 
husbands themselves being judges, can hardly challenge 
this high pre-eminence.— il6raAam and Sarah lived 
together, before marriage, under one roof, and mei 
daily. They and tkeir wife's sisters usually enjoy 
the same cli^-advantage. On the score of oppcrtunityj 
therefore, without which, it is well known no marriage 
would take place, both parties are on a level. — Abr€t' 
ham, vms a young man ; and his attachment to Sarah 
bad all the force and freshness oiK first love. They 
are widowers ; and their attachment to their wf^^ w- 
ters is, or ought to be, but a second love. — The Law of 
incest, under which Abraham livedo was {irobably iro* 
ditionalj and therefore liable to indistinctness and un- 
certainty. The Law, under which they live, is vmtten^ 
and therefore distinct and certain.-— The Jewish Com- 
mentators agree that the Traditional law, under which 
Abraham lived, forbad marriage with a sister y without 
specifying a half-sister ; and that the Section, forbid- 
ding marriage with a half-sister ^ was introduced into 
the Levitical Code, to counteract the influence of Abra- 
ham's example ; and the fact, that, in each of the four 
passages, forbidding marriage with a sister^ a half-sis- 

15* 
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ter is expressly specified, — '' thy sister, th^ daughter of 
thy lather, or the daughter of thy mother,"— gives strong 
eoloar to this opinion. The Written law, under which 
they live, on the contrary ,;does most clearly forbid the 
marriage which they have contracted, as well as, most 
expressly and explicitly, other marriages still more z^e- 
mote. — Abraham never had a Law of the land, which 
prohibited his marriage with Sarah. They have al- 
ways had a Law of the land, which, until it was gar- 
bled a few years ago, to comport with the propensities of 
certain of the Scribes and Levites, expressly forbad their 
marriage with their present wive8.--*Let not, then^ the 
young idolater of Mesopotamia, because, in the intense 
warmth of a youthful flame, he persuaded himself, tkcU 
d sister did not mean a half-sister, be too severely- 
handled by any modern Levite; who, under the impulse 
of a cooler passion, has wrapped himself in that flimsiest 
of all conclusions, ever woven in the loom of sophistry, 
that a trife is mare nearly related to her husband^ 
than a husband to his wife. If Abraham thus in 
&ct persuaded himself; it is only one instance out of 
very many, in which men, by the aid of very slight ar* 
guments, have concluded that that, which they very 
much wanted to do, was not wrong. Painfully nu- 
merous have these instances been^ in every age ; espe* 
cially where Conscience has drawn one way, and the 
Love of women, the other. Does the memory of the 
objector here fasten on the casea pf Lamech, and Jacoby 
and Judah, and Gideon, and Samson, and David, and 
Solomon, &c. ice. 6cc. as directly in points Then I will 
make no appeal to his consciousness. — ^AmcNQg the 
" three things," which were " too wonderful" for the Son 
of Jakeh, '^ yea four, which he knew not," there is one^ 
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I which, " evea unto this day/' has received no satisiisic- 

I tory solution. 

I What) theU) if we could forget that he was at that 

I time an idolater, would be the argument? — "Abraham 

i -was too good a man to do what was wrong: but he 

} r married his half-sister : (a clear case of incest:) there- 

I fore incestuous marriage is not wrong." — We could wish 

that the major of the syllogism had been true: 

that he, with whom "God conversed face to face, as a 

man converseth with his friend," who, at the call of 

God, " went out, not knowing whither he went," who 

oiBTered his '^ only son, even Isaac, as a burnt offering," 

who had such influence on high, that not a flake could 

drop from the fiery cloud, on Sodom and Gomorrah, 

till his prayer was ended, and who heard from God's 

own mouth the sentence, "Well done !" before he was 

summoned to his trial : — we could wish, that even he 

had been too good a man, to do what far humbler vir* 

, tue sees to be wrong. But what says the Record? 

Moses was too honest an historian, to gloss over the 

failings even of Abraham. A hero and a saint, in the 

battle with Chedorlaomer and the three associate kings, 

he quailed in his courage and his faith, at the courts of 

Pharaoh and Abimelech; and left us evidence, alas! 

too convincing, that the conduct of no chUd of Adam is 

ftn unerring rule of rectitude, except that of the Man, 

Ghrist Jesus. 

'It may be observed^faere, also, as at the close of the 
last objection, that an IsraeUte, under the Levitical 
Code, who wished to contract an incestuous marriage, 
Expressly forbidden in that Code, might liave urged this 
argument for breaking the law in his own justifica- 
tion, with exactly the same force, veith which it is urged 
by the objector ; and with exactly the same success. 



4 



176 TBS LAW OF nrcEST. 

3. It is aUegod that the advocates for an extended 
Law of Incest cannot agree among themselves as to it£t 
Extent ; that the Papists forbid marriages with fourth 
cmisins; and that some Protestants have held mar^ 
riage with a first cousin to be unlawful. Hence it is 
argued, that it is impossible to ascertain with certainty 
the degrees actually pn^ibited ; and of course that we 
may lawfully differ with regard to it. 

We admit that the Popes did this. Knowing that 
the royal femilies of Europe were all related, and that 
they would intermarry only with each other, they ex- 
tended the Law of Incest to the degrees specified, for two 
solid reasons : To secure a princely douceur for every 
license: and to compel crowned heads to acknowledge 
the BupremUcy of the Popes. While their hand was iuy 
they also sold licenses for marriages really and grossly 
incestuous) and thus made it one great division of the 
most profitable branch of their business — that of seffiag 
indulgences to sin. We also admit, that some Protest 
tants have held the marriage of first cousins to be un- 
lawful. Having made these admiasioins, we reply, 

1. The want of agreement among the advocates ef 4t 
doctrine or duty can be no reascm finr giving it up. If 
it were, we must give up the whcfe Bible. 

2. The corruptions of Popery cannot nullify the 
word (x law of God. If they couU, what part of either 
would be left. 

3. The only practical question, in this and every 
case, is, What is the Law of God ? The answer to 
that question settles our duty. 

4. The whole Scriptural Law of Incest is given in 
the preceding pages, and, fi'om the very nature of the 
subject, admits of being settled with mathematical cer- 
tainty. It expressly mentions propinquity/^ as the rule 
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of the law ; and the applicatioii of it is Btrictly mathe^- 
matical. Those who have read these pages will bear 
witness, that, while it expressly forbids marriages be* 
tween collaterals of the Jirst and second degrees, both 
by consanguinity and affinity, it contains no allusion to 
marriages between collaterals of the third degree — i. e. 
between Jirst cousins, — either by consanguinity or 
affinity. 

6. If this be a good reason for dispensing with a part 
of the Levitical Law of Incest, it is equally good for dis- 
pensing with the whole. 

6. It charges the fault on the Law itself; and there- 
fore, if^alid, is a good reason, why such a law should 
not have been given. 

4. It is said that no person can be so proper a Step- 
mother for the bereaved children, as the sister of their 
mother. 

To this I answer : 

1. If the marriage were not forbidden, this would be 
the case only, when the character of the aunt was equal 
or superior, but never when it was inferior, to that of 
any other lady whom the father could marry. 

2. This consideration, if it had any weight, would 
also authorize a man to inarry his sister, his aunt, or 
his nieee, his brother^s wife, his wif^s aunt, his wife^s 
niece, or his wife's daughter by a previous marriage, 
if they were of the proper age. Incest out of the ques- 
tion, either of them would be a kind and suitable step- 
mother, on the principles of the objector. 

3. God knew the full force of this argument for the 
marriage in question, when he forbad it under a dread- 
ful penalty. 

. 4. This suitableness did not prevent him from pro- 
uoundng it "a sin," "an iniquity," "an abomination j" 
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nor from meotaoiUDg ii as one among the sinsy for 
which he exterminated the Canaanites, and as one 
among those, for which he threatened to drive Israel 
out of Canaan. 



Hating advanced thus far, we will review ihe 
ground we have already gained, in a brief recapitula- 
tion. We have seen, 

1. That Polygamy, was forbidden, as immoral in its 
tendency, under both the Patriarchal and the LeviUcal 
Dispensations; and that under both it invdved the 
crime of Adultery. 
' 2. That Leviticus xviiL 18, is merely a prohibition of 

^ Polygamy under the Levitical Dispensation. 

3. That Incest was a crime before the Levitical La^Kr 
was given. 

4. That the Law of incest forbids all marriages both 
of Lineals and of Collaterals of the first and second de- 
grees, by Affinity and by Consanguinity ; and of no 
Collaterals of the third degree. 

5. That Incest is pronounced by God, whether com* 
mitted by Canaanites, who were Gentiles, or by Israel- 
ites, " a sin," ^ an uncleanness," ^' an abomination,'' 
" an iniquity," " a wickedness," " an unclean thing," 
^'an abominable custom," a sin provoking the divine 
^'abhorrence," and a ''land-defiling sin," causing it '< to 

r' spue out its inhabitants." 

6. That it is classed with adultery, rape, sacrifidog 
of children to Moloch, sodomy, bestiality, cursing of pa- 

[ rents, idolatry, murder and assassination ; and that he, 

who commits it, is pronounced " cursed." 

7. That it is mentioned as one of nine crimes, which 
caused the externunation of the Canaanites ; and one 
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of nine, for irhkh tbe. Israelites were threatened with ex- 
termination. 
I 8. That the Levitical Law punished the IsraeUte 

who committed it with death. 

9. That either the whole of the Law of Incest is in 

I force, or no part of it is in force ; and, of course, that, if 
it is lawful to contract any one of the prohibited mar- 
riages, it is equally lawful to marry an aunt, or a 
niece, a sister, a daughter^ or a fnothe?\ 

10. That the Law of Incest was not a part of the 
Ceremonial Law, nor one of the Local statutes of thfe 
Levitical Code ; that the feet of its being one of the Ge- 

I neral statutes of that Code furnishes no evidence, that 
it is not still in force — they being just as much Moral 
statutes, as those of the Duologue or those of the Deca^ 
logue — and that, if the Law of incest is itself binding 

I its Penalty is not therefore binding. 

11. That the Law of Incest is absolutely binding on 
I the Gentiles ; since the Levitical Code, as to its General 

statutes, is binding on them ; and the reason of the 

I Law is just as applicable, and the Law itself just as ne^ 

I cessary, to them as to Israel ; and is in its nature strictly 

I a Moral law ; and was in force before the Levitical Law 

I was published ; and is directly recognized in the most 

explicit and solemn manner, as in full force in the New 

Testament, and under the Christian Dispensation ; and 

because, if the Law of Incest be not binding on them, 

neither is any part of the Old Testament. 

12. That the binding force of the law of incest is not 
impi^ned by the feet, that it is in one sense a Positive 
statute ; nor by any arguments derived from the Practice 
of incest among the Patriarchs, and Israelites ; nor by 
any disagreement, among Papists or Protestants, as to 
he Extent of the piohitHtions ; nor by any Fitaess of 
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a wif^s sister or niece for the office of Step-mother to the 
bereaved children. 

These points ^ing established, we call then distinctly 
on the Great Ecclesiastical Bodies of our country, by 
their solemn decisions, to condemn these incestuous 
marriages ; on the Ministers of religion to bear their 
public and decided testimony against them, and to refuse 
in all cases to celebrate them ; on the ^Churches of all 
denominations to put away this iniquity from among 
them ; and on the Legislatures of the several States to 
restore our American Statute-books to their pristine 
purity. 

Shall I be told that this will fasten a stigma on the 
parties^ who have contracted these marriages and on 
their children ? — This argument, if it were sound, 
would have prevented God from giving a Law of incest, 
and every country on earth from enacting one. It would 
have had equal weight also in preventing the introduc- 
tion of laws divine and human, against polygamy, for- 
nication and adultery. Even a Turk, — were " His 
Highness " in his zeal for reform, to enact Leviticus 
xviii. 22, — might as well complain that a stigma was 
cast upon himself and his young associate, in the prose- 
cution of a favourite indulgence. Indeed, it would 
always have been, and would now be, an equally valid 
argument against the enactment of every new criminal 
law. Let it be remembered that it is the Law of God^ 
which is in the possession ef all the people, that is 
chiefly to blame in this business ; that the Law of God 
has branded so deep a stigma on Incest, that no human 
laws can make it deeper , and that, had it not been for 
the Law of God, and the testimony of conscience that 
that Law was right, all the efforts of Man to fix such a 
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Stigma would have been vaia and powerless. But why 
this Ecclesiastical and Legislative civility to this trans- 
gression 7 If Incest be what God declares it to be, '' a 
sin," "an iniquity," " a wickednosS)" " an abomination^" 
I " a land-defiling sin," shall we not merely wink at it, but 
solemnly pronounce it innocent. Was God thus civil to 
the gentlemen and ladies of Canaan and of Israel, who 
had contracted incestuous marriages ? And shall we, in 
our religious and civil parliaments, from an over-civility to 
Incest, publicly tell our Maker that he was mistaken ? 
" Who are we ? When were we bom ? And what do 
we know?" 

Shall I be told, further^ that if the Laws were tofarr 

bid the marriages now licensed , it would be impassir 

ble to execute them 7 In obeying God, we are not left 

to the rule of Expediency. This argument, too, if 

sound, would have prevented God from giving a Law of 

incest and all other laws restraining impurity. How 

I rank was the hold, which Incest and its kindred crimes 

I had taken of Canaan, and which in the days of Ezekiel 

) they took of Israel. But it is not true. The first 

I inroads on our laws of incest were made at the instiga- 

I tion, and by the secret management, of some of our 

" prime nobles," who had either seduced, or married, or 

pledged themselves to marry a wife^s sister ; and who 

wished by this finesse, to escape, at once, public odium 

and personal responsibility ; just as the Arch-Chancellor 

of Napoleon, following in their steps, when appointed 

by bis master to draw up the " Code Penal," struck out 

the sin of Sodom from the Ust of crimes ; being himself 

a notorious and infamous Sodomite. After this first 

inroad, some other of these disinterested men, wishing to 

marry bis wife^s niece^ or brother^ s wife^ moved the 

wires afresh, and the puppets legalized the already 
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i&tttm i or pw ptwd iw m nfl tfaB . At kngtliji 1bfr«f tht 
i wsieil clcrgy,fc<Mig '*WMn rf Jh^ pawi BO u witfi oitwr 
tneB)' l0ok dw ioid>k Urn irf iodisirtkn and cnittpte 
aadly uMl a spidt npiii/ dnoiereated, jattified tbdr 
^eivfl fcdnra," fiMT by kiMHjr wiitu« m defenos rf the 
taaanrnife, *wlnck Aey bad iknMf nuMtioiiad, and imnM' 
diately a^rvranb bf oMtiactiof it tfaMw^lfW. Mm^t 
(fldniB ia kaMbler IMb, compawrf yMk aone, and jpet but 
fcw on the wkofe, bav« fcnMMi aaDitar eoaaKetMHi. 
But Ike great majovily <rf ibe peofde «if any er of aM af 
Ae States do net wkh to co ntr a c t the miarriagei in qaee- 
tion, and feel no interest in continuing tbeir legi^tive 
eaactioD. The commcfi wMce is net in tkeir &vour. 
-Kolhing has prevented the prosecution of caass Ml pro- 
yhiidi, bat the eeaaideTation, that thejr bad occuirad 
tbcoJOgh the miserable interfereaoe of the LqB^iskttum^ 
and the rickety state of the oaaimga-acts. Weia aar 
ktws restOMd to their feir form and comely fmopertioii, 
<ke practice would be right of counse. No oiflbnoe is ao 
eadiy detected, as an incestuous marriage ; aooe coa^ 
'teed within limits so absolutely definite. And it ib a 
gross slander upoa the substantial yeomanry of our 
country, to represent th^m as so litde conscious of morad 
aUigation, that, when und«r the sdemni^ of an oath, 
they will not, upon sadsfectory evidence, conviot trans- 
gression. 

Shall I be told, f^ain, that Legislatures art mxA 
hound to enforce the Law of God, any ftarther thorn 
the Ghod of the State requires? — ^If this popeiy Infidel 
objection be admitted in the very t^ms of it, it is easy 
to show that Obedience to the Laws of God, which for- 
bid sexual impurity, promotes the best and highest Good 
of the State. IHsobedience to those laws has beeii, 
throughout all time, the great, the prominent sin of Maft^ 
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I 4iat, wlikb moee Ihan any oibsr eki, h^'Canvftod mL 

I putrefied th» iMnnaa chaiadec ^'LewdDeas," aaii A 

I Mooarch}* who waa never thought 9trait'l<icedj either ia v 

i pnnoiple er practice, " isthe ruin, of Europe f and noona 

I of the restraints, with which divine aitm Jaiiunan san^- 

I tioas have atvironed it, faaa ever |ucoKed super^roga^ 

I tary. On the contrarj, all united have not been suffi- 

! cient to prevent it from becomii^, in any one Cbiistiaa 

country, rank and raonstrous. The Law of incest, 

when re-enacted in afi* its fulness, has not pcoved an 

adequate safe-guard to tke purity of fmniiies ; but 

^ the beginning " of licentiousness, Boade in the partial 

repeals of that Law, has been "like the letting out of 

I water.'' Were a prophet of God to disclose the facte, 

I he would show us, by a recital of instances tremendous 

I at once for their number and their guilt, that Ineestuousr 

I lewdness, between a husband and the female relatives 

I of his wife, has been the fearful consequence oi thi» 

dating inroad on the institutions ef God ; and that notr 

a few ^ ihe^' marriages between- fnen- and their ttnft^Si 

sisters have been the result of necessity rather thoil 

election. 

But I trust, I am not arguing with infidels. If the^ 

I men who urge this objection believe the Bible, then they, 

believe that Incest, in every degree of it, is " an iniqui*' 

ty," " a wickedness," " an abomination," " a land-defil* 

ing-«in," a sin which excites '^ the abhorrence," and pro* 

vokes " the anger of God," and which, as existing in one 

0f its forms, an apostle styles a sin, " not so much as 

named among the Gentiles J^ It is in vain to say, that 

the guilt of an incestuous marriage is a point to foe set^ ^ 

|]ed between the parties and their God. So is the gu3t 

♦ LouiiXIV. 



184 VBE LAW OF HfCJBffT. 

cf adultery and of all the other crimes against good 
morals ; but does that justify the repeal of all laws iof- 
bidding them. I am well aware that no Legislative 
sanctions will shield the parties in the day of trial. But 
cm the L^islators, who legalize Incest, will rest the 
guOt of <' the Son of Nebat who sinned and made Israd 
to sin.'' The Nation, also, which upholds rulers, who 
thus ^' make evil, good, and good, evil," will be sure of a 
day of coming vengeance. On this point, God has 
not left us without a witness. The Canaanites, in the 
midst of palpable darkness, with only a taper to read 
their unwritten law, were punished, for the practice of 
Incest and other kindred crimes, with complete and 
judicial extermination. Of how much sorer punishment 
then shall we be thought worthy, who, under the blaze of 
noon-day, publicly trample under foot the Law of God 
written out in full on the pages df our Bibles, and do 
despite to his authority as the holy and righteous Go- 
Temor of the Universe \ It is in vain to say that we 
still forbid the most hciooucr cases, and pt:rinit only those 
which are the least aggravated. Every one of those 
which we permit, as well as of those which we forbid, 
was forbidden to the Iraelites and to the Canaanites ; 
and, as we have seen, is absolutely forbidden to us ;^ 
and for all of them, without distinction, the wrath of 
God without mixture was threatened to the one, and 
poured out to the uttermost upon the other. — And why 
as legislators, and as a people, do we thus venture ? — . 
For no earthly reason, but to yield to the wishes of her^ 
and there a man of influence, who has contracted, or is 
bent on contracting, an incestuous marriage. . 
' ShaU.I be told, also, that it i» in vain far any an& 
State to reform its Law of incest, unless the other- 
States wUl reform theirs? This is the backoeyod 



I^ bjr whidi the seifer of obsoene booki» and picttt»e% 
tbe retftUer of strong drink) and the keeper 0t the 
brothel, juelky theHr conduct. ^ 0&^ce/»e frooAiy an4 
^ picfttres will be soldj stnmg drink wUl he retmled^ 

' and brothels will be supported, let me continue iwy 

' btmness or not ; and why should not /," says each 

one of these miserable beings, '< make a little money, 
as well iis my neighbours?^ — Is a crime any the Iwtf 
a crime because others commit it? Was it an excuse 
to the Israelites for the practice of Incest, that the neigh-> 
bouring nations practised it? Grod himself answeui 
this question : '^ For all these abominations have the 
men of the land done, which were before you ; and th6 
land is defiled. That the land spue not you out also, bb 
it spued out the nations that were before you. There* 
fore shall ye keep mine ordinance, that ye commit not 
^ any one of these abominable customs, which were com- 

mitted before you, and that ye deffle not yourselvecr 
i therein : I am the Lord your God." — Bat the plea id 

f not true. Let the due efforts be made in each State, by 

' the men, who fear to 9tti against Ood ; and the work 

I will be done. As the people at large did not bring about 

diese encroachments on the Law of incest, so they are 
not anxious to continue these incestuous marriages^ 
They know that there is no such scarcity of females 
in this country, as to compel its inhabitants to the prac^ 
tiec of Incest They know that the Letitical Law ct 
incest, in its full extent, was quietly submitted to by the 
nation of Israel, and by the nations of Europe, in- 
cluding their own fethers, fyi more than three thou- 
sand years; and they cannot divine why it has 
lately proved a yoke, which we Americans are un-^ 
able to bear. If, however, some of the States should 

refuse to reform their statute books, and to forbid inces- 
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tuous marriage ; the plain language of God to the siir^ 
loanding states is, " Come out from among them, anni 
be ye separate, and touch not the unclean thing ; and I 
^nll be a Father to you ; and ye shall be my sons and 
daughters, saith the Lord Almighty." 

Shall I be told, finally, that there are so many, 
who have contracted incestuotis fnarridgeSj in our 
churches J and in our pulpits^ that it is not safe to 
begin the work of reformation? — What, in siinilar 
circumstances, said Moses to Israel ; and what, long 
after, said Ezekiel to Judah ? — Is it then come to this, 
that they, who are set as watchmen, to hea.r the word of 
God from his mouth, and to warn the people from him, 
ahall be afraid to tell them, that God, their King and 
their Judge, declares Incest to be "an iniquity" "a 
wickedness," " an abomination," " a land-defiling sin ;" 
}e8t it should disturb the quiet in sin of here and there 
a member of their churches, and of here and there an 
associate in the ministry, and thus produce a momen- 
tary agitation! Did Paul do thus to the Church at 
Corinth? — Did Ezra do thus, in a case of fitr less enor< 
mity to the Jews, his countrymen, on their return from 
Babylon? — If the higher Ecclesiastical Courts would 
publicly and formally condemn these incestuous mar«^ 
riages, and those who celebrate them, in the very lan- 
guage of that God, whose commission they bear ; if the 
Inferior Courts would resolve, that they would lay 
hands on none, and associate with none as ministers, 
who should henceforward^ contract them ; if ministers 
would resolve that henceforward they would celebrate 
no such marriages; and if tlie Churches would also 
resolve, that they would exclude those who hencefor- 
ward contract them, from their communion, and dis- 
own them either as ministers of religion, or as members 
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i of the Church ; — even if our laws of incest were not al 

I once revised, still the great object in view would be 

1 effectually secured. The Church of God would cleanse 

' its own hands of all participation in the guilt of Incest ; 

the people would see the sin in itself, by the strong un- 

, intercepted light of God's word, in its true deformity ; 

and the time is not distant, when the foul stain would be 

washed from the pages of every statute-book.* 

' As to those who have contracted incestuous marriages, 

under the sanction of anti-scriptural laws, their case is 

unhappy. When God had commanded Joshua not 

to spare the Canaanites, the men of Gibeon, terrified, by 

the ^te of Jericho and Ai, came to the Israelitisb-Gene* 

ral, and, by a gross deception, inveigled him into a sor 

lemn covenant to spare them and their city. Joshua, 

three days after, found out the deception, and was 

wholly at a loss as to his own duty. Here was the exr 

press command of God directing him to destroy, and 

there was the oath of God binding him to save. Bui 

I God directed him to regard the oath, and fulfil the cov&: 

nant. Plainly, therefore, the persons in question are &afe 

in the practice of Incest, from the Law of the land ; and, as 

the Ecclesiastical courts and the Churches have winked 

long and hard, at the contraction of these marriages, we 

* The higher Ecclesiastical Courts are bound by another considera* 
ti<m to declare to their respectiye denominations what the Law of God 
is on this subject, aikl to condemn most publicly those marriages which 
are incestuous. Many conscientious persons of both sexes, who are 
unable to examme the subject for themselTes, are wholly at a loss, at 
to a most important pointof duty, and uncertain whether they may 
lawfully contract certain legalized marriages or not. Some of the 
Clergy contract them ; and the Courts, if they have not long slept over 
the subject, have long shut their eyes upon it To relieve the uncer* 
tainty of such persons, is one design of tliese Essays. But the great 
duty rests upon the Ecclesiastical Courts. 
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Ad MC 8W but ibatj ki good Adiiii th^ aw safe fioni 
Aeir dfaeipiiDe alto* — ^Whac an •xeaqition f What a 

imvBige ! As todicir perscmi du^, " Non lUMCnmi 

Mt tHicas dompovsre lites." — We do not YBature lo say 
lliat lliej can diioover it, in the Minrmg ninvtm t^ 
the eril guaided against by the Law of incest 'm^ in 
Me^ CitMe, abeady done : 

" It was the niaA month, and the twentieth day of 
the month, and all the people sat in the Street^oAhe 
hoQse-of-Ood, trembling because of this matter. And 
Eara the priest said unto them, <Te have transgr o esed j 
and have taken strange wimes^ to increase the tecspeaa 
erf iameL Now, therefeie, make confession unto tfaa 
Lord QoA of your fethers, and do his pleasure, and 
$ep«rate yourselves Jrom the strange wwes^ — Then 
aA the Congregation answered and aaid^ withalond 
Tmce, < As than hast said^ so must u>e do. Let new 
oar nil^s of all the Congiegatioa stand; and lei att 
Chem, that have taken strange wives in onr citiss^ eoaae 
at the appointed time; «nd with them ttie eldere of 
every ei^, with the judges thereof ; amil the fierce wiadi 
of our God, for this matter, be tamed from us.'- 



And the Children of the Captivity did so. And Ejtmi 
the priest) with ceitain of the diief of the fetfaef&> ml 
down, in the first day of the tenth month, to examine 
the matter. And they made an end of a& the men, 
that had taken strange wives, by the first day of the 
first month. And among the sons of the priests^ 
ikere were founds t/iat had taken strange wiioae^ 
seventeen: and they gwoe their hands that they 
would put away their wives ; and, being guilty, they 
(^ered a ram of the flock for their trespass : and of 
the Levites, six : of the Singers also, one : of the Por- 
ters, three : moreover of Israel, eighty-five : all these 
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(one hundred and twelve) had taken strange wives ; and 
Bome of them had wives, by whom they had children." 

Leaving these individuals, then, to seek for better 
GDunset than we can give, we take our leave of the sub- 
ject. We have stated and explained the Law of incest, 
and proved its binding force. We have given the testi- 
mony of God concerning it ; and, in doing so, have not 
shunned to declare the whole counsel of God. We ap- 
peal then to those who make our Laws, to those who 
constitute our Ecclesiastical Courts, to those who mink- 
ter at the altar, and to the Churches of Christ. We 
call on them to purify the Church and the Country 
from this sin. It is the work to which God calls them, 
and to which in his providence they are appointed. If 
they will not do it ; God will charge on them — on each 
according to his measure — the guilt, and the consequent 
pollutions, of the sin of Incest. 

Our work is done. 
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A eonstiuit m>frty of all Books needed in a Theological, GImii 
eal and Primary Eaacation. Also, 

BIBI^sai of all the different kinds, from PLAIN and POLY- 
OLOTT 3300., to BAOSTBR'S elegant FOLIO, London Edition. 
AU the BIBLICAL COMUBNT ARIES, in common nse: A t» 
riety of HYMN B00K9. 

SCHCKlIi 'BOOK9, in evttf varieiy and qnantitr, at the Uwtd 
PwrUttftet prices, Coontry merchants and all wanting books, are 
reqnested to call before pnrcnasing elsewhere, 

MISOBIiUklTfiOUS WORK9. An assortment of a Reli- 
noiis and Moral Character; with BIOGMLAPHIES. MEMOIRS, 
TRAVELS, Ac. te. 

NBW AMBRICAN PUBI^ICATIOirS on erery suliject 61 
interest, ragnlarly reeeived. 



Among many Valuable Works Published by L, L, ^ C^ 

are ike following •* 

CALMET S DICTIONARY OP THE BIB* E REVISED, with laiis 
By ProC RosnnKW. With ma s and plates. Royal 8to, 



Also, Am ABBiMmMT for yonng persona, wiih maps. l2mo. sheep, 

"A safficient testimony to the excel >oey of this gieat Dictionary 
of the Bible is, that it has been tranf ated mto the Latin, Dutch, 
Italian, and Spanish lanniaflns. This iMiok is one which, to those 
who are stndytnic the Bime, ii wiU be tspmmve not to purckatt,"'-^ 
apMiqfPUgrimt. 

OOMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OP PSALMS. No. 1. Ps. 1— «, 

B'o be published in periocheal nwnbers.] By Oso. Bvsh, Professor of 
ebrew and Oriental literature, m the New-York City UniTersity. 

1884. No. 2 in Press. , . , ^ . i_ i. .i. 

As the several Psalms have no special connection with each other, 
and each of the numbers may be conaidered complete on the portion it 
embraces, a periodical issue wss thought preferable to a delay of two or 
diree years in publiahins the entire work. The numbera will he poMiff h 
ed at mtervals of about three montha, at BO cents a namber. and ff H 
extend to ten or tweWe. 

SCOTT S PAMILY BIBLE, 8 Yola. 8VO. sheep. 
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Aniai' Notes on tne Gospels. Bot a more extended scansintftncs with 



Ihat work bss venr awwh-Mi cro ss ed our ssose of ito Taliie. We noTsr 
mKf opened any contnientiry on the Cfospels, whkn has allbrded as so 
■mdi satislsction. Without intendin^in the least degnei to disparage 
the many valoaHle eommedUnei wni6h now aid the Christian in the 
•tady of the Bible, we cannot refrain from expressing oar MtfMde to tbm 
Author, fi»r the interesting and profitable instnictkna' b» IMV giten 00.— 
His ▼olumes are characterized by the following merifsi 
' 1. The spirit which imbues them ii nighly devotionaL It is a dsvoOoa 
fnmdsd on knowledge. It is a leal guided oy discretion. 



8. The notes are eminently intellectuaL Apparent dificakiss ars'fiupiy 
utfBt: They wt eith^ explained, or the want of a folly satisfactory expla* 
nation admitted. There is none of that slipping by a knot which ii too 
eommpn in many commentaries. 

C The Mim aUB^writcetf id langtiafff d^fyun, pohited and foiViMe. Them 
ig as isMrmigaMd flow of lazf worn. Krepf won! is active and doesilf 
work welL There aio no»fiidtihlen)ositiono. Them^are do tedious dil^ 
plav of learning. 

There may be passages in which we should difTe* ^m the writer in 
some of the minor shades of meaaiB& Then, any jMoooiimes a» un- 
guarded expretsion which Has escaped our potice.. We have not scrutv* 
iiised« the volames with thlf eyi^ Of a critic But wo have used them 
m our private reading. We have used them in oar fhmily. And we hive 
lavariaDly read them with profit and delight 

Wehave )urt apenttd the book tb select oDifie passage us ^nlllustratioa 
€f lUMiliitirof tjto wiork^ ThePariibto of liw rieh mati and Lazarus now 
liM before us. The notes explanatory of the meaning<4»f thajpaihblea^ ana 
lull and to the poinu The following are the inferences, which Mr. Barnss 
deduces. 

*' Prom tuis impressive and instructive paraUe; w y u w y te Mnn > 

** 1. That the souls of men do not die with their bodies. 

"a. That the souls of msn ar s c ca> ci sii#aftsf death t that they do- not 
sieem as some have supposed, till the morning of the resurrection. 

** 3 Thai the right^iM ave takeQ to aplace of happiness immodiataljpL 
al^diam aMtheWickM cottsigited'to ihhery. 

** 4. That wealth doee not sosuia iisihnrt deaik 

** Bow ndn «ra riehea to Meim 



**l!(ie rick tne^beandiid 'ho gay,- aa wel^ as- thtf pdof, ga dowa to the 

Save. Au their pomp aou appuel ; all their honors, their palacsaaarf 
sir gold cannot save them. Death can as essily find his wsy into the. 
mansioaaof the rich aaiihn» the ooita|ies of the poor, and the rich shw 
turn to the saaieconiiption, and soon, lik^ the poo^ be aadiiftingaishsd 
from common dust, and be utiknown. 
-'6. Wo should notenvy the condition of tho rioh. 

r& We ahoold strive for a better iaheritan«% thao oaa bsposssMsd'M' 

thaTofo. 

*''*Now I ettMin tfaaferiairib sad wtas. 
Tto 4fes^to pirtdMAe i»llli mr litMKit 
Lfnd *tta eoMcfa Umt /Aom ait nine, 
Mr life, nyr portion* Md nv 0«iL' "^ 

**T. Thtf'siffKsltegs of the wtekod in hell will be indis6nbab1y gteHi. 
ThbkVhitt is represented by tiormen/, by burning ffame, by insuppoittftb 
thiAt by* thiat stkte when a single drop of water would afford rehet Ite- 
BMMaer'thal aff'this is but a rspresentaiion of the pains of the damned: 
and that this will have no reliiB^ ^f nor loight, but*will continue' firom 
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.WBCoMioDOMaciQife or aiBim* JiovBi. 

JMto/MT, «»d.||gt to MQ, and Without iiiy.«u|f Mnd jsnuhiKf « JMbI 
iww of the BunenniCB of those who are m hell. * 

**8. There ia a place of aufTering heyood the .grave. abeU. If than if 
not, then this j>arable h as no meaning. It is impossible to make anythi^ 
of it unless it is designed to teach that. 

. ** 9. There will never be any escape from 'those .j^my regions. Thera 
IS a gulf tbLed—Jixed, not moveable. Nor can any of the .damned b«at t 
tNrthway across this gnl^ to the woild of holiness. 

** to. We see the amazmg folly of those, who auppoae there may be •• 
ami to the sufferings of the wicked, and who on that supposrdon teem 
wiHing to jap down to hel! to suflTer a long time, rather than go at once to 
heaven. It man were to sulfisr but a thousand years, or even one year, 
why should he be so foolish as to choose that suitering, rather than jbo al 
9nee to heaven, and be happy at once when he dies'? 

/* 1 1. Gk>d gives us wammg sufficient toprepare fbr death. He has sent 

iiis word, his servants, his son ; he warns us by his Spirit and his provi- 

^noe, by the entreaties of our niends, and by the death of ainners. Ha 

tufiers us neaven, and he threatens hdL If all thia will not move aiimerai 

what vfould do it 1 There is nothing that would. 

^ IS. €rod will give us nothing farther to warn ua. No dead man wiU 

S»me to life, to tell us what he haa seen. If he did, we would not believO 
m. Religion appeals to man, not by ghosts and frightful apparitiona* 
It appeals to their reason, their conscience, their hopes, and their ftara.«> 
It sets life and death soberly before men, and if they will not choose the 
G>rmer they must die. If you will not hear the Son of Ood, and the^truth 
of the Scripturea, there is nothing which you will or can -near; yon will 
never be perauaded, and never win escape the place of torment.**^ 

If we have any influence with our readers, we would recommend Aen| 
to buy ^ese volumes. There is hardbr any Christian in the land, who will 
ttot fijid them an invaluable treasure. 



It (Barnes* Notes) supplies an important and much needed desideratum 
hi the meanaof Sabbath School and Bible Class instruction. 

Without descending to minute criticism, or attempting a display of 
learning, it embraces a wide range of general reading, and bringa out thA 
leaults of an extended and earful investigation of the most important 
aoiBTjnn of Biblical knowledge. 

The style of the work is as it should be, plain, aimple, direct; otUn 
TI80IOU8 and striking; always serious and earnest. , 

Tt abounda in fine analyses of thought and tramaof argument admnra- 
Uy adapted to aid Sabbath Schoolleachersm their responsible duties t 
QBen too, very useful lo Biiniaters when called sudde^y to prepare for 
ItUgiousmeetuigB, and always helpful in oonducting the exeroisea of • 
BiUe Class. , - . 

Without vouching for the correctness of every explanation and sentiment 
contained in the Notes, its author appeara to have succeeded very n^ppUy 
m expressing the mind of the Holy spirit as revealed m those parta tf thii 
New Testament which he has underteken to explain. 

The theology taught in these volumes, drawn as it is fnm the pnd 
fountain of truth, is eminently common sense and practicaL 

It has little to do with theory or speculation. 

Tbe author aiipears not to be unduly wedded to any particular achoM or 
vatem of theology, but to have a mind trained .to habits of mdependent 
%'mking, readily submissive to the teachings of mspuratipn, but mdisposed 
to call any man master, or to setup anything m opposition to the planr 
teatimonyof the BiblcL 

We would here aay, once for all, we consider Bamea' Notea the bail 
•pnmxpntanr for famuiea we have aeen.— N. E. Spedator* 
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lUKXMfMEICDAllOIIB W BlAlUfBB' HOTM. 

!^ the d«srM of popular Ikvor with which a work of biblical tfiatnri^ 
tioB is raoMTed by ao iDtelliffBiit Chriatian oommniiity be a just criterion 
Of ita raloe, the ▼oliimea wmch the Reir. Mr. Barnes is jpvinR the Chnreb 
«• entitled to a high place in the acale of merit.^^. Y. EvangelUU 



We have only to say fbrther, br wav of introdactbn, that we admu« 
the practical wisdom erinced by Mr. Barnes in selecting means bjr whxb 
to act npon the public mind, as well aa his self-denyingoilisence in labor* 
mg to supply the grand defect of onr religious education. Masterly expo- 
•ition, in a popular form, is the great desideratum ot the Christian public. 

The Notea are always readable^ and almost always to the point. No* 
tiling appears to hsTe been said for the sdke of saying something. This is 
light. It is the only principle on which our books ot popular instruction 
can be written with snccess. Its practical value is eyinced by the exteik^ 

Ke circulation of the work before u^ aa wdl as by the absence of that 
ivineas and langour, which inevitably follow from a verbose style, or the 
want of a definite object. 

Mr. Barnes* explanations are in general brief and clear, compriaiiig 
the firuit of very diligent research. 

We have been much pleased with his condensed syn<>psis of the usual 
nrgumenu on some disputed points, as well as with his satisfactory soln* 
tion of objections. 

But Mr. Barnes' has not been satisfied with merely explaining the 
language of the text He has taken pains to add those illustrations which 
Yerbal exposition, in the strict sense, cannot furnish. The book is rich in 
aichnological information. All that could well be gathered Arom the com- 
mon wonts on biblical antiquities, is wrought into the Notes upon those 
pasMges which need such elucidation. 

In general we admire the skill with which be sheds the light of archas^ 
ology and history upon the text of scripturs, and especially the power of 
compression which enables him to crowd a mass of knowledge into a 
luuTOw space without obscurity. 

While the explanation of the text is the primary object kept in vie# 
tiuoughout these notes, religious edification is by no means slighted. 
Mr. Bames* devotional and practical remarks bear a due proporuon to 
the whole. 

From what we have said it follows of course, that the work before n* 
has uncommon merit. Correct explanation, felicitous illustration, and 
impressive application, are the characteristic attritnites of a successful 
oommentary.. Though nothing can be added in the way of commendatbn 
which is not involved in something said already, there are two detached 
points which deserve perhaps to be distinctly stated. We are glad to see 
that Mr. Barnes not only shuns the controversial mode of exnosition. but 
oftra uses expressions on certam disputed subjects, which in their obvious 
nense. convey sound doctrine in its strictest form. What variety of 
meanmg these expressions may admit of, or are likely to convey, we da 
not know; but we are sure that in their simple obvious nleaning they aro 
strongly Calvanistic m the euod old sense. 

The other point to whien we have alluded is Mr. Barnes' frankness 
and decision in condemnhig fanatical extravagance and inculcating Christ- 
ianprudence. 

With respect to Mr. Barnes* stvle we have Httle to sav oeyoiid a gene- 
ral commendation. The paina which he has wisely taken to be 
haT« eompelied him to wnte well. 
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THE SOCIAL FIRE^D» LIBRARY. 

fWMI0B 8BRIE8. A wtiM of iSmo ▼odmnea, (of »po|wl«r «id 

practical character,) of original and aelect works preparad expreaaly for 
It, illustrating the religious and moral duties of fife, fkmilv duties and 
lesponsibiUtiMiespeciallx those of parents to chikirai, and childiMi to 
parentSi Ac* The plan, in a word, includes all those subjects which 
may afford useful interesting family reading. Severaf volumea^ embel- 
lished with steel engravings, are -already publishcu, others arem pre^a, 
from the pens of Rev. Messrs. H. Hooker, T. H. Gallandet, (late Frm- 
cipal of the American Asylum for the Deaf and Dumb.) Jacob Abbott, 
(author of the Young Christian.) and others, equally distinguished for 
their success in writmg for <^Idren. , These volumes consist of 8W 
pages, retail at 60 cents, and are sold smgly or in sets, as prefinrred. 

Vol. L— Fiai-Sioa Pj«ty. 

Vol. II.— Thb MoTHsa's Fribnd. 

Vol. III. — China and thi Enoush. 

VeL IV.— RSAL DiALOGuas on tmb EvinsNcts or CHusTiAmTT* 

JUVENILE SERIES.— A new series of small volumes, designed for the 
moral and religious improvement of children, has just been oommeneed. 

Vol. I.— Wat fob a Child to mm Savuk 
Vol. IL— Evaav Day Dott. 

CHILD'S BOOK on the Sabbath. By Rev. H. Hookbb. GKving in an 
intelligent but interesting style an account of the institution of the SaliH 
bath, Its change, design, means of observance, dkc. dkc. 

BIBLE STORIES for children. By Rev. T. H. Oallai?dst. 

CHILD AT HOME, or the principles cf Filial Duty fomiliarly illu*- 

trated, By J. S. C. Abbott. 
With man-' other valuable and interesting books suitable for chUdreD 

and youih, and for Sabbath School Libraries., 

THE EVERY DAY CHRISTIAN. By Rev. T. H. Qauaudst. 

MOTHER AT HOME, or principles of Maternal Du^ fomOiariy il- 
lustrated. By J. S. C. Abbott. 

FAMILY AT HOME, or forailiar iUustrEtions of tlio Ta»nu Domflftie 
Duties. Py G. D. Abbott. 

PIKE'S GUIDE TO YOUNG DISCIPLES. 

PIKE'S RELIGIOUS AND ETERNAL LIFE, or Imligion and Par 

petual Ruin. 

DAILY DUTIES. By A Married Lady. ISmo. 



PAYSON'S FAMILY SERMONS. Sermons for Cnrittian Ftmiiies^ 
by Edwabd Patson, D. D. 18mo. 

EVENING EXERCISES for the Closet, for every day in the ycwr. 
By Wm. Jay. Stereotype edition. The superior eicdlence of tlUB 
work is universaUy admitted. Several thooaand oopiea have alieadf 
been circulated. 

POUTER'S RHETOIUCAL READEIt, Wth edition. 

PORTER'S ANALYSIS OF THE PRINCIPLES OF RBElCRIQIL 
DELIVERY. 

JBTONE'S CHJl^D'S READER, on a new an4 popnlw plan, ISaxi. 



IIB1IOIR8 or flARMH PAQK. 

»aioaur HIB8 o«i' DR. PAY aoN , MK8. suiTfaioToif r mnuNiu 

1IM.YBURT0N, J. B. TAYLOR, Ac 

iiBHOIR OF Mn. JflRON WINSLOW, kte MiMWiMry to IwfiA. 
Bf kar bMsbsBi, RaT. HiMnr WurtLOW. la a naat 12iiio. with • For- 



WILBSRFORCE^S PflACTICAt VIEW OF CpEUSTlANlTT. witk 
«ii Introductory EmaKi ^f m R^. iXuHSi* Wiu^w, D. D. livow 
now oditaoo, with a oteel portroit. 

OR. PAY^SOM* S SELECT THOUGHTS. Jtaio. 

THE RELIGIOUS OFFERING. Here the religiouo Dortion of tiio 
reading community are preeented with a hook, tKat wiH cany to their* 
children and friends, in ae attractiye a forot aa poaeible, ihoa? great 
tmtha that relate to man as a moral, resppnilhle, and religious oaing. 



MLTWCRUN T;p:STAMENT. ^ino. This T^MMiienl contains a 
verir copious selection of really parallel passa^^es, being, with some ad- 
dUumut the saoif as aie found in the EngOah PolyglQt Xi hip Uhi 

. ▼Mio^r reaidmgs m a centre column, and ahortemanatory noies, inat 
will be acceptable to a numerous class of readers---besideo 6 maps illus- 
trative of the holy theatse of Ohrist*s and his >apo8tW lahon. This 
mulium in parvo book is ornamentod .hy A^pa^B OKhihiiUng sjmoimeiia 
of 48 different languages. 

tMKKES* "SCWtPTTOAL ARGUVEin* OF JSaPISCOPACY" JBX- 
AMtNED. itoio. 

BUTLER'S ANALOGY ^OF RELIGION, wiJlh an Cssiy hir Rar. 4* 
Babkbs. Stereotype edition. 12mo. 

ELEMENTS OF MENTAL AND MORAL SCIENCE, designed ta 
axhibit the Original Susceptibilities of the Mind, and the raiies \a 
wMch-ttie Rectit ude of any of its atatesof fe^ng should he judfCMU 
By Gaoaea Patnb, O. D. Ssetmd American «dilioB, in «ae vokims^ 
12mo. 

ZINZENDORFF,ANaw Okioinal Poxm, by Mis. Sx.aoQ»2nxi with 
minor Poems. In a -neat 12rao. yolume. 

LECTURES ON REVIVALS OF RELIGION. By Rev. C. G. Fur- 
«■¥, of 4?ha«faam-«iseet Ghapel, New-York. 1 md. ISmo. 

FOREIGN CONSPIRACY AGAINST THE UNITED* STATB& 
By"BauTU8." 2d. edition. 

niDen jay ^on oolonizahom and anti-slavery. laoM. 

ad. edition. 

BIOGRAPHIA LITERARIA, or Sketohea of my Literary LifMUid t^anr 
JOBS, By 3. T. Catsvooa. New oditioo. 8vo. 

NATURAL HISTORY OF ENTHUSUSM, 4th etfiUon. 

iATURD AY EVENING. By the same author. 4th edition, tdoui, 

M^ATICISM. By the aame author. 

POUTICAL DESPOTISM. By the sama. Jost Published. 

iWREW GRAMMAR. By Gao. BoaH. Pra&aMr of Oriental Lan 
gnages in the New-YorkUnirersity. 

MOTHER'S PRIMER, to teach achiU its lal$ei«r vid how to read. V$ 



